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ABSTRACT 
PERCEPTIONS OF GRADE 7-12 ENGLISH AND READING TEACHERS 
CONCERNING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF A TEACHER 
EVALUATION PROCESS 
MAY, 1991 
LEO F. EGAN, B.S, BOSTON STATE COLLEGE 
M. ED., BOSTON STATE COLLEGE 
ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Kenneth A. Parker 
The study's major purpose was to describe 
perceptions of teachers toward a teacher evaluation 
process used in Silver Lake Regional Schools. Specific 
topics investigated were the importance of pre and post 
conferences, effectiveness of teacher evaluation in 
improving instruction and difference of opinion 
concerning teacher evaluation between teachers with 
more than ten years experience and those with less than 
ten years experience. 
Respondents were the 31 English and Reading 
teachers employed by the Silver Lake Regional Schools 
during the 1989-1990 school year. Two survey 
vi 
questionnaires containing a total of 81 statements were 
completed by each teacher. A statistical analysis of 
the survey questionnaires was completed. Frequency 
distributions were calculated to describe the responses 
of the teachers toward each statement. The chi-square 
test was used to determine if there was a significant 
difference in response between the two groups of 
teachers. The study also included two in-depth private 
interviews with nine teachers. Results of the 
interviews were used to complement and supplement data 
obtained from survey questionnaires. 
Findings revealed teachers in favor of teacher 
evaluation and they believe it can help Improve 
instruction. They have positive feelings regarding the 
importance of pre and post conferences and are 
receptive to specific suggestions from the evaluator to 
improve instruction. The majority of teachers feel the 
new method of teacher evaluation used at Silver Lake is 
far superior to the previous checklist approach and it 
is an effective approach to teacher evaluation. 
Findings also revealed, on the major Issues concerning 
teacher evaluation, there was no significant difference 
of opinion between veteran and newer teachers. 
Teachers feel evaluation is a necessary process 
which provides for teacher growth, improvement and 
accountability. They are of the opinion that teaching 
vii 
can be Improved by effective evaluation and regard the 
evaluator's skill and attitude as critical to the 
process. 
The new process and Instrument for teacher 
evaluation at Silver Lake had a positive effect on 
attitude and instructional effectiveness of teachers. 
• • • 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
"As is the teacher, so is the school." 
Old Prussian Proverb 
Among educators, one of the few areas in which 
there is agreement is the need for the existence of 
teacher evaluation. Educators also generally agree 
that the purpose of evaluation is "to safeguard and 
improve the quality of education received by students" 
(Bolton,1973). Bolton lists the following specific 
functions of teacher evaluation as a means for 
fulfilling this major purpose: 
1. To improve teaching through the identification 
of ways to change teaching systems, teaching 
environments, or teaching behaviors. 
2. To supply information that will lead to the 
modification of assignments, such as placement 
in other positions, promotions and 
terminations. 
3. To protect students from incompetence, and 
teachers from unprofessional administrators. 
4. To reward superior performance. 
5. To validate the school system/s teacher 
selection process. 
6. To provide a basis for teachers'” career 
planning and professional development.! 
Despite the fact that educators in general agree 
on the functions of teacher evaluation, it remains a 
controversial and often disruptive influence within 
many school systems. Educators have differing opinions 
as to the best way to carry out teacher evaluation. 
The literature points out many common practices 
and some useful or important concepts or principles 
that evaluators should use in designing and 
implementing evaluation systems. Each school system is 
unique and should develop a format that works to meet 
its specific needs. Each school system needs to try to 
discover the means to successful evaluation and to 
train its evaluators in effective procedures and 
successful observation techniques. 
The literature strongly suggests that successful 
evaluation by competent evaluators can lead to improved 
instruction and thus a better quality of education for 
the students. 
The topic of Teacher Evaluation is one with which 
every school system must deal . School systems 
everywhere confront the same issues, which range from 
the philosophical questions of whether effective 
teacher evaluation can improve instruction, to the 
practical, the development and implementation of an 
effective evaluation instrument. 
Any conclusions or information gained through 
extensive study by one school district can be helpful 
to other school systems that are attempting to make 
changes in the teacher evaluation process. 
Since most educators agree that effective teacher 
evaluation can result in improved instruction and 
students learning thus better student achievement, 
school systems need to develop and implement effective 
teacher evaluation programs. 
Statement of the Problem 
The Silver Lake Regional School District 
encompasses the towns of Halifax, Kingston, Pembroke 
and Plympton in southeastern Massachusetts, and was 
created to address the need for secondary schools in 
smaller towns. Silver Lake is a partial regional 
school district (grades seven through twelve) comprised 
of one junior high school (grades seven and eight) and 
a two campus high school, one campus in Kingston and a 
second in Pembroke. 
In 1980 with the passage of Proposition 2 1/2 the 
Silver Lake Regional Schools underwent a significant 
change due to budgetary constraints. Over seventy 
professional staff members were eliminated as well as 
all curriculum coordinators. Besides having an 
extremely negative impact upon class size and the 
purchase of texts and supplies. Proposition 2 1/2 also 
negatively affected the entire evaluation process. 
Building level administrators, rather than curriculum 
coordinators who were experts in content area, now 
shouldered the responsibility for teacher evaluation. 
When added to the already busy schedule of a building 
level administrator, the task of teacher evaluation was 
sure to suffer. Building level administrators could 
certainly recognize good teachers as opposed to those 
who were marginally effective, but they may not have 
been expert enough in the content area to make specific 
suggestions for improvement. During the three years in 
which there were no curriculum coordinators, there was 
a noticeable decline in the organization of the various 
departments, the adherence to curriculum guides by 
teachers and any coordination and articulation between 
levels of instruction. 
When this study began in 1984, evaluation of all 
teachers was required, using an instrument which had 
been in place in the district for nearly ten years (See 
Appenix A). Teacher evaluation was conducted by 
various administrators, including assistant 
superintendent, principals, assistant principals, 
housemasters, curriculum coordinators and directors, 
but the evaluators had received no formal training in 
teacher evaluation. The evaluation form, which had 
previously been approved by the school committee and 
the teachers union, could be changed only through 
negotiations, which would occur as part of the regular 
contract discussions in the bargaining unit. 
Many evaluators and evaluatees were dissatisfied 
with the evaluation instrument. Most felt that the 
instrument, a checklist approach, did little to improve 
the overall quality of instruction and did not impact 
the education of three thousand students to the degree 
that effective evaluation should. Despite these 
objections, because of contractual limitations, use of 
this instrument as the basis for every evaluation was 
required. 
Since evaluators spend a significant amount of 
time on teacher evaluation, learning as much as 
possible about the philosophy and the process in order 
to become a skillful evaluator is necessary. It is 
important for the evaluation process to be a positive 
experience which focuses upon providing help and 
suggestions to improve teaching performance, thus 
improving the quality of education. 
Evaluators need to focus on the process of 
motivating both experienced and newer teachers to 
improve their instructional methodologies. By 
combining the theoretical and the practical, it is 
possible that a significant change in the process of 
teacher evaluation in the school can be facilitated. 
The setting for this study encompassed the three 
buildings of the Silver Lake Regional School District, 
one junior high school and a two campus high school, 
located in the towns of Kingston and Pembroke, 
Massachusetts. Two other towns, Plympton and Halifax, 
are also included in this partial regional school 
district. 
The 1984-85 school year was a year of change for 
the Silver Lake Regional Schools. Coordinators were 
hired and several new administrators assumed a variety 
of leadership positions. Silver Lake was truly a 
system on the rebound from Proposition 2 1/2. Teachers 
were consulted about decision making and the young 
administrative staff injected new ideas and a variety 
of experiences carried from other school systems. 
Evaluators made significant suggestions about teaching 
methodologies, yet the evaluation instrument did not 
foster communication. The system was less than 
adequate, since it did not allow for communication 
between the evaluator and the evaluatee. 
The administrators at Silver Lake were ready for a 
change in the evaluation process and the catalyst for 
that change came from the Commissioner of Education 
Harold Raynolds, Jr. in July of 1986 (See Appendix B). 
The Board of Education adopted new regulations 
requiring school committees to conduct comprehensive 
evaluations of teachers and administrators according to 
specific guidelines. The purpose listed in the state 
regulations included: 
A. To provide information to improve performance. 
B. To provide a record of facts and assessments 
for personnel decisions, including decisions 
by school committees on tenure. (See Appendix 
B) Thus, the problem was to create and to 
implement a new evaluation system, according 
to the State regulations, which would meet the 
needs of the school district. Once 
Implemented, it would be necessary to assess 
the process and to determine teachers'' 
attitudes and opinions concerning teacher 
evaluation and the new procedure. 
In the fall of 1986, a committee of three teachers 
and three administrators along with two ex-officio 
members (the president of the teachers union and the 
Assistant Superintendent), conducted a series of 
meetings to draft a new evaluation instrument which 
would both meet the state regulations, and be accepted 
by the teachers union and the school committee. Over a 
seven month period, a new evaluation instrument was 
developed by these six individuals with much input from 
their colleagues (See Appendix C). 
At the end of the 1986-87 school year, the new 
evaluation procedure was positively received by the 
teachers union and unanimously voted by the school 
committee. Both sides agreed to meet after an initial 
year under the new process, in order to assess and 
recommend any changes. It was felt at the outset that 
the system was superior to the old procedure. The new 
evaluation instrument provided for the pre and post 
conference deemed so necessary by much of the research 
and the categories provided an excellent set of general 
and specific guidelines for the improvement of the 
teaching/learning situation. (See Appendix B) 
The original document, used at Silver Lake since 
the early 1970's, (See Appendix A for Instrument and 
Rationale), had been authored by a central office 
administrator who created the categories and the 
rationale appropriate to the eleven sections. The 
evaluator was expected to comment on the opportunity to 
observe each category by checking good, average, poor, 
or no opportunity to observe within that actual area. 
Additionally, evaluators were expected to provide a 
rating of (1) superior, (2) good, (3) satisfactory, (4) 
fair and (5) poor. The final two categories (#12 8. 13) 
allowed the evaluator to rate overall performance and 
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to comment on the reverse side. These comments were 
expected to include a brief summary of what occurred, 
commendations on specific strengths and recommendations 
or suggestions for improvement. 
The evaluations were conducted by building level 
administrators, curriculum coordinators for academic 
areas and directors in the areas of guidance and 
vocational. Tenure teachers were evaluated three times 
per year while non tenure staff had at least nine 
formal evaluations per year. 
The evaluation process should not be an end point. 
Rather, the evaluation system should be used to 
identify areas of concern common to many teachers. 
Then, teachers should have an opportunity, through 
staff development activities and inservice training, to 
come together to find ways of maintaining effective 
teaching. Staff development can be a positive means of 
reducing the isolation felt by many teachers. An 
effective teacher evaluation system, which encourages 
communication, can be the catalyst to meaningful staff 
development programs. 
The literature strongly suggests that successful 
evaluation by competent evaluators can lead to improved 
instruction and thus a better quality of education for 
the students. 
The new evaluation system was implemented at 
Silver Lake in September of 1987. All evaluators 
received extensive training (thirty-three hours) in 
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successful methods of teacher evaluation, and all were 
using both the same instrument and the same standards 
to assess teacher performance. 
To assess the effectiveness of the new procedures 
and Instrument as well as their impact on instruction, 
the committee felt that a three year implementation 
period was appropriate. This would allow sufficient 
time for both evaluators and teachers to become 
comfortable with the process, and for teachers to have 
time to incorporate suggestions and recommendations 
into their teaching methodologies. At the end of the 
three year period, informal evaluations of the new 
teacher evaluation system would be conducted to see how 
well the system was functioning and whether it was 
improving the quality of instruction, thus, the quality 
of student learning, in the Silver Lake Regional School 
District. 
The major purpose of this study was to determine 
and describe the attitudes and opinions of the teachers 
toward teacher evaluation. The study is designed to 
answer the following questions: 
1. What are the attitudes and opinions of 
teachers concerning: 
a. Teacher evaluation in general. 
b. The specific method of teacher evaluation 
used in the Silver Lake Regional School 
District. 
2. Is there a significant difference of opinion 
concerning teacher evaluation between veteran 
teachers (more than ten years experience) and 
newer teachers (fewer than ten years 
experience)? 
3. Can effective teacher evaluation improve the 
instructional effectiveness of teachers? 
4. Can the use of a pre and post conference 
enhance communication between the evaluator 
and the teacher, thus leading to improved 
instruction? 
5. Is the new evaluation system used at Silver 
Lake a more effective process then the 
previous method used? 
Need for .the S.t.y.dY. 
When one considers the changes in education over 
the past decade due to financial constraints, 
increasing class size, and the demand of the public for 
teacher accountability, it is imperative that our 
schools strive for excellence in the quality of 
education presented to students. In order to assess 
the quality of instruction, an effective teacher 
evaluation system is essential. In education, there 
are three specific curriculums: the written 
curriculum, the taught curriculum and the learned 
curriculum. It is the function of educators to ensure 
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that these three curriculums are as congruent as 
possible. Evaluators have the responsibility of 
assessing how well this process occurs. 
In the Silver Lake Regional School District, 
informal assessments of the new evaluation system, 
conducted by school administrators, indicated that the 
evaluation system, which had been in use for three 
years, was successful. However, in order to more 
definitely evaluate the new procedures, a comprehensive 
assessment was needed. This study of the method of 
teacher evaluation in the Silver Lake Regional School 
District, focused on two academic departments, 
specifically, English and Reading. The study was 
needed to determine if the new teacher evaluation 
system was successful, that is, if it had a positive 
effect on the attitudes and teaching effectiveness of 
the staff. 
Rationale for the Study 
Successful teacher evaluation involves a 
significant amount of time on the part of the 
evaluator. Additionally, since successful evaluaiton 
involves both a pre conference and a post conference, 
the teacher also invests a large amount of time in the 
process. If the administrators and teachers in the 
Silver Lake Regional School District, or any school 
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system, make the commitment to spend the time in the 
process of teacher evaluation, they wish to have 
reasonable assurance that it will be time, and 
therefore, money, well invested. The time spent in the 
process of teacher evaluation must, therefore, help to 
Improve the quality of instruction. 
The committee which created the new evalaution 
system for the Silver Lake Regional School District was 
comprised of three administrators and three teachers, 
plus two ex-officio members, the president of the 
teachers'" union and the assistant superintendent for 
secondary education. Both administrators and teachers 
had previously indicated that the existing teacher 
evaluation system was ineffective and in need of 
revision. Since the literature indicates that 
effective teacher evaluation can lead to improved 
instruction and better student learning, the committee 
invested a great deal of time in creating the new 
teacher evaluation system. 
This study is important and contributes to the 
field of education. The study, which focused on two 
academic departments in one regional school system, has 
much broader implications. The study determines if one 
method of teacher evaluation used in the Silver Lake 
Regional School District has had a positive effect on 
the attitudes and teaching effectiveness of the staff. 
14 
The study will be useful to other school systems 
that are attempting to improve the teacher evaluation 
process. Such systems can benefit from examining the 
procedures used at Silver Lake. School systems deal 
with many common issues and encounter common problems 
in the process of teacher evaluation and supervision. 
Information gained at Silver Lake can have a positive 
effect on the efforts of educators in other school 
systems. Although each system needs to develop and 
implement a specific instrument to meet its own needs, 
the change process used at Silver Lake could be 
replicated in any school system. 
Objectives of the Study 
In order to understand the goals and objectives of 
this case study, it is necessary to understand the 
philosophy and general objectives of the newly 
implemented evaluation system in the Silver Lake 
Regional School District. 
Statement of Philosophy. 
The Joint-Teacher-Administrator Committee which 
developed this evaluation program shares a common 
commitment to providing students with the highest 
quality instruction possible, and feels the evaluation 
process should function as a major tool in 
accomplishing that goal. It must be conducted in a 
15 
positive, constructive and supportive manner. Open and 
honest communication between the evaluator and teacher 
should serve as the framework within which this program 
will function most productively. 
General Objectives of Evaluation 
To Improve the quality of classroom instruction. 
To promote the professional growth of staff. 
To enhance communication between evaluators and 
teachers. 
To foster professional satisfaction among the 
teaching staff. 
To accumulate data in an objective, accurate 
manner as a prerequisite for personnel decisions. 
This case study reports on the entire change 
process of teacher evaluation in the Silver Lake 
Regional Schools. The former method is presented, an 
extensive report on the process of change is given, and 
an analysis of the results of the implementation of the 
new instrument is offered. 
The objectives of this case study were: 
1. To conduct and discuss in-depth interviews 
with nine members of the teaching staff of the 
English and Reading departments. The staff 
members selected represent 1) teachers who had. 
been employed in the Silver Lake Regional 
School District for fewer than ten years; 2) 
teachers with over ten years of experience who 
had been evaluated under both systems 
To conduct and discuss the results of two 
survey questionnaires completed by the 
thirty-one members of the English and Reading 
departments of the Silver Lake Regional School 
District. The first survey dealt with six 
components of teacher evaluation in general. 
The second survey dealt with teacher attitudes 
toward and opinions of the specific evaluation 
system currently used at Silver Lake. The 
results of the surveys reflected the attitudes 
of the staff toward teacher evaluation in 
general and specifically the new system of 
teacher evaluation used at Silver Lake. The 
survey results indicated the effectiveness of 
the new process of teacher evaluation in 
improving the attitudes and teaching 
effectiveness of the staff. 
To complete a qualitative study with a 
statistical analysis of the survey questions. 
The statistics add to the credibility of the 
results of the survey questions, and provide 
graphs and charts which support the 
conclusions reached by the surveys. 
This case study Involved conducting, analyzing and 
reporting on the results of interviews and surveys 
completed by members of the teaching staff in the 
English and Reading Departments at Silver Lake. Most 
of the literature suggests that successful evaluation 
by competent evaluators can lead to improved 
instruction and thus a better quality of education for 
students. This study determined how effective the 
teacher evaluation process used at Silver Lake was in 
meeting this goal. 
Limitations of the Study 
One limitation of this case study was that it was 
based upon a specific method of teacher evaluation in a 
unique regional school district. If this case study 
showed that Silver Lake teacher evaluation system did 
indeed improved instruction, it did not necessarily 
mean that any school system could successfully adopt 
and implement the process and instrumentation. Each 
school system needs to develop an instrument based upon 
its own specific needs, but the change process employed 
by this target school district could be replicated by 
other school systems. 
A second limitation was that teachers might not be 
totally forthright in their responses to the survey 
and/or interview questions. They might, since this 
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researcher vas their primary evaluator, have been 
somewhat reluctant to admit dissatisfaction with the 
process or the instrument. Furthermore, teachers may 
feel that stating that their teaching has improved as a 
result of the evaluative process means that they were 
previously in need of improvement. 
A third limitation is that the population to be 
interviewed and/or surveyed was small; it consisted of 
the thirty-one members of the English and Reading 
departments in grades seven through twelve. However, 
this researcher feels that if teacher evaluation is 
perceived by the staff of two departments as leading to 
improved instruction, then this can be extended to 
other departments and indeed, to other school systems. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
The purpose of this section of the study was to 
review the existing professional literature relating to 
teacher evaluation. 
Educators agree that there is a need for teacher 
evaluation, and they generally agree on the functions 
of teacher evaluation. Evaluation of teachers is the 
accepted practice in most school systems. The 
evaluation forms vary, but generally teachers are 
observed and evaluated several times a year by a 
principal and/or coordinator or other administrator. 
Most educators feel that successful teacher 
evaluation can lead to improved instruction and 
increased learning, but there are differing opinions as 
to what constitutes "successful" evaluation. 
Thomas McGreal, in his text Successful Teacher 
Evaluation. questions why, if agreement exists that the 
general purpose of evaluation is "to safeguard and 
improve the quality of instruction received by 
students", does teacher evaluation remain an 
extraordinarily controversial and disruptive influence 
within a school system.2 Some of the more significant 
reasons he cites include poor teacher-supervisor 
attitudes toward evaluation, the difficulties in 
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separating formative and summative evaluations, 
inadequate measurement devices, lack of reliable and 
consistent teaching criteria, the lack of reliable data 
collection techniques, the fallibility of standard 
feedback mechanisms and the general lack of training of 
teachers and supervisors in the evaluation process.3 
Regardless of all of these difficulties, a school 
system must have a functioning evaluation system in 
order to have a systematic procedure to monitor the 
performance of its employees. 
Albert Wise in Teacher Evaluation: A Study ol 
Effective Practices feels that teacher evaluation 
presently is an "underconceptualized and underdeveloped 
activity".4 Many teachers feel that principals lack 
sufficient resolve and competence to evaluate fairly 
and accurately. 
There are two issues that a school system must 
address if it is to increase the effectiveness of its 
teacher evaluation procedure: 
1. It must look seriously at the evaluation 
system that now exists, particularly with 
regard to its purposes, procedures, processes 
and instrumentation. It is imperative that 
congruence exists between what a district 
wants its system to be and to do and those 
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things that a system requires of the people 
1nvolved. 
2. The district must provide al1 the members of 
the school with appropriate training and 
guided practice in the skills and knowledge 
necessary to effectively implement and 
maintain the system.5 
Procedural issues and instrumentation aside, one 
of the most significant aspects of the entire process 
is the relationship between the supervisor and the 
teacher. Experience shows that a positive, supportive 
relationship between a knowledgeable supervisor and a 
committed teacher is still the most effective way to 
produce improved instruction. This type of 
relationship can, in many cases, supercede an 
inadequate system. All participants must receive 
adequate training, develop a relationship based upon 
trust and effective communication and be provided with 
a system that supports and enhances the 
supervisor-teacher relationship. 
The American Association of School Administrators 
in their text entitled Evaluating Educational Personnel 
introduce the book with the comment that evaluation of 
educational personnel is tricky, highly political and 
still has a long way to go. Few administrators are 
confident of their skills and evaluation generally gets 
a negative rating. Michael Scriven of the Evaluation 
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Institution at the University of San Francisco feels 
that the practices are unclear and the principles are 
shady.6 "Effective systems do not exist today." says 
Gary Matriello of the Stanford University Center for 
Research and Development in Teaching, after a ten-year 
accumulation of literature. According to surveys 
developed by the American Association of School 
Administrators and the four hundred school systems 
responding, evaluation procedures ranged from one page 
statements of goals for the school year to elaborate 
procedures of more than one hundred pages. AASA feels 
that if so few people feel really comfortable about the 
entire process, why is the practice of teacher 
evaluation almost universally adopted. Their answer is 
accountability to the public. They feel that teachers 
and administrators reminisce about the days when it was 
assumed that teachers taught and students learned, that 
completing high school was essential to occupational 
success and personal development and that college 
training produced talented teachers who were prepared 
for the unexpected. These assumptions however are no 
longer widely believed and the public is asking hard 
questions about the effects of school and teaching. 
They want specific assurances and evidence that the 
teachers who educate their children are competent 
professionals skilled at the subject matter and able. 
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through sound pedagogical techniques, to teach students 
effectively.7 
At the annual meeting of the Education Commission 
of the States in August 1981, governors and state 
legislators, faced with the prospect of having to make 
decisions on state budgets, said that teacher 
evaluation was the domino that would make all the 
others fall into place. They indicated that they could 
not commit themselves to increased funding unless the 
public showed greater confidence in the schools - and 
that depends upon good teaching. Governor Jim Hunt of 
North Carolina said that "Well designed evaluation 
methods will be the salvation of the schools, not do 
them in."8 As budgets continue to shrink and 
enrollments decline, a successful personnel evaluation 
program may be one way to reduce staff by some system 
other than seniority. Additionally, since public 
schools face the prospect of fewer and less qualified 
teaching candidates (according to standardized test 
scores of education majors), evaluation procedures that 
guide and encourage improved teaching performance will 
be even more important. The challenge here, of course 
is to successfully use personnel evaluation to improve 
teaching. 
Views measuring teaching effectiveness are often 
contradictory and according to Robin Farquhar, 
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president of the University of Winnipeg and former dean 
of the University of Saskatchewan College of Education, 
they range from those who suggest that teaching quality 
is Impossible to measure because of the complexity of 
the teaching-1earning situation to those who hold that 
teacher effectiveness can be determined on the basis of 
a fifteen minute observation.9 Farquhar feels that 
these contradictions occur because of some major 
problems in the evaluation of teaching: 
Research—Studies of teaching effectiveness and 
teacher evaluation have been inconclusive and do not 
provide clear guides for action. 
Definition—Definitions of good teaching, teacher 
effectiveness and teacher competence are often 
unsupported by research evidence and are as numerous 
as the number of evaluators.10 
Complexity and Variability—Teaching effectiveness 
involves a wide range of human phenomena, qualities and 
skills. Therefore, the results of teaching must be 
observed in delayed and inferential fashion. Teaching 
proficiency is multi-dimensional, and there are many 
kinds of effectiveness for different kinds of teachers, 
programs and situations. Teacher behavior varies from 
one time period to the next. Teachers' classes differ. 
A teacher's style can only be ascertained if numerous 
evaluations are made. Situational variables, such as 
characteristics of the physical setting, the 
instructional objectives, the resources available, the 
materials being used and the goals of the institution, 
must also be recognized and considered when evaluating 
teaching. Also important are the students/ abilities 
and background Influence and the ability of a teacher 
to teach. In essence, good teaching is a contextual 
phenomenon. 
Anxiety—Evaluation is threatening to many 
teachers. This anxiety generally causes a 
deterioration in teaching performance (especially in 
those aspects related to pupil rapport, interaction, 
warmth and personal understanding). As a result, 
performance during an evaluation may not be 
representative of the teacher's best efforts. 
Subjectivity—The evaluation of teaching involves 
value concepts and value judgments. Evaluators tend 
not to be guided by any common definition of good 
teaching or theory of learning. 
Who should evaluate?—Many alternatives have been 
espoused and used-evaluation by external sources, 
supervisors, principals or deans, department heads, 
peers, students, teams and self-evaluation. The issues 
involved in deciding who should evaluate teachers 
include those of objectivity or psychological distance 
from the situation versus familiarity with the 
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situation, the use of the evaluation results, the 
confounding relationships that exist between certain 
evaluators, the person being evaluated and the 
qualifications of the evaluator.il 
A joint publication of the American Association of 
School Administrators, National Association of 
Elementary School Principals, National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, National Education 
Association metaphysically describes evaluation as a 
Journey in which many teachers embark, follow an 
appointed route, and end up back where they started. 
Others begin the journey and become stranded, well 
short of their destination. These trips are 
frustrating experiences and waste money. For some 
teachers the experience is positive and they travel on 
a col 1aborat1ve1y planned route with a precise map to 
show the way and they arrive at an intended place. 
Evaluation resulted in needed improvement.12 
The metaphor continues as they personalize the 
process by judging each teacher evaluation as a 
personal journey with no two teachers sharing the same 
experience. The entire concept of evaluation implies a 
destination or a goal and entails a series of landmarks 
and mileposts that provide guidance along the way. 
Travel may be accomplished via different modes and 
routes and with or without company. Time constraints 
considered, some of the evaluatees may require 
additional resources to reach the destination. While 
those involved in the process are bound to cover some 
of the same territory, they begin in different places, 
require different resources, and use of different 
reference points. Duke and Stiggins further assert 
that no teacher evaluation experience can be successful 
without a clear sense of the goal or purpose of 
evaluation.13 Most school districts intend to reach 
two goals: 
1. Support of Personnel Management Decisions - 
in this sense, evaluations serve the 
accountability purpose. Teachers are 
accountable for demonstrating minimum levels 
of competence or they lose their jobs. 
Districts of course are accountable for 
protecting the due process rights of teachers 
and for conveying the image to the public of 
vigorous personnel evaluation and management. 
2. Improvement of Instruction - by promoting the 
professional development of teachers. 
Observations and evaluations are conducted to 
stimulate the professional growth of 
individual teachers and to promote overall 
school improvement through the collective 
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development and advancement of teachers as a 
group.14 
Both of these goals are important since they 
identify teachers who are not doing their Job and 
encourage those teachers to strive to improve the 
quality of education offered to their pupils. 
Duke and Stiggens maintain that accountability 
oriented evaluation systems (to which most belong) 
focus solely on those teachers who are least 
competent.15 As a result, others who also wish to 
continue professional development are shortchanged. If 
the overall goal of an evaluation system is to improve 
instruction and we rely only on strategies that 
influence a few teachers (the less competent), we are 
unlikely to accomplish overall gains in teaching 
performance. The majority of evaluation systems are 
designed primarily to support personnel actions. The 
evaluation procedures are carefully spelled out, 
criteria are uniform for all, the supervisor is the 
sole judge, the data gathered on performance is uniform 
and focused, and the written record of results to be 
placed on file is the same for all. Simply stated, 
Duke and Stiggins feel that this method is the safest 
route to protecting the due process rights and 
presenting that image of vigorous personnel evaluation 
and management.16 in order to make teacher evaluation 
a more relevant experience, these authors conducted an 
in depth study of thirty teachers who had experienced 
positive growth triggered by an effective evaluation. 
They compared the key dimensions in an attempt to 
identify the active ingredients - keys to success: 
1. Teachers - vary in competence, interpersonal 
manner, knowledge and experience. 
2. Evaluators - those who observe and evaluate 
teachers. 
3. Performance Data - represents required levels 
of performance with respect to criteria. 
4. Feedback - information provided to the teacher 
about classroom performance delivered in a 
sensitive, caring manner. 
5. Context - includes district policy, state law, 
contractual obligations, history of labor 
relations, time spent on evaluation and 
resources available for growth.17 
Duke and Stiggins further assert that if teacher 
evaluation is to promote the kind of teacher and school 
improvement we all seek, careful attention must be 
given to the five areas described. Teachers and 
evaluators must bring important attributes to the 
evaluative interchange. Sound evaluation practices 
foster a healthy environment. Appropriate performance 
information must be gathered, summarized, and relayed 
back to the teacher in such a manner as to promote open 
communication and all of this must take place in a 
context focused on teacher growth.18 
Duke and Stiggens readily admit that the 
achievement of these goals is not simple but they do 
offer a three part prescription including (a) 
evaluating existing procedures, Cb) improving the 
evaluation environment, and Cc) upgrading evaluation 
skills. They recommend a survey for teachers and 
evaluators to take stock of their perceptions of 
current practices and analyze the results using 
frequency distribution ratings. The current system can 
then be viewed in terms of its potential for promoting 
growth. Next, a "grace” period will occur where 
teachers will be observed and given suggestions for 
improvement. Often informal observations wi11 
accentuate the positive environment if professional 
development, not evaluation is the goal. Teachers 
should be Involved in developing or modifying standards 
and criteria thus enhancing the effectiveness of the 
resulting program. Growth oriented teacher evaluation 
is only possible when the evaluators are skilled at 
observing and describing instruction, summarizing and 
conveying feedback, and linking individual needs to 
professional development resources.19 
An effective evaluation system relies heavily upon 
mutual trust and respect for the other professionals 
ability and willingness to change. The evaluation 
systems in most school systems appear to be based upon 
distrust or else are a "snapshot" which may or may not 
be indicative of the inherent structure and success of 
the other one hundred and seventy nine academic days. 
The authors in a section entitled "Final Thoughts", 
Indicate that much of the research and development on 
teacher evaluation is taking place in local districts 
experimenting with innovative ideas and essentially, we 
can learn from each other. All of the research, 
descriptions and instruments can launch a school system 
on the road to growth oriented teacher evaluation but 
the journey will not be a quick one. Meaningful change 
usually requires a clear understanding of what is 
already in operation, substantial skill development, 
and adequate resources (money and time) for the change 
cycle. With a final metaphor, Duke and Higgins believe 
that the benefits resulting from an evaluation system 
that promotes improvement and reinforcement for 
teachers rather than skepticism of resentment will more 
than justify the vigors of the trip.20 
In 1983, as part of the "Hot Topics Series", Phi 
Delta Kappa Center on Evaluation Development and 
Research published a series of articles called 
Evaluation of Teaching: The Formative Process. As a 
part of the Executive Summary the editor espouses that 
the quality of teaching has always received lip service 
from evaluators, and despite the fact that the purpose 
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is to improve instruction, most teachers are evaluated 
in the same way that students are tested- results are 
used to assign grades rather than to convey useful 
information about specific weaknesses in performance. 
These reports are dropped into a personnel file and 
only surface when it is time to make personnel 
decisions about promotion, tenure or reduction in 
force. It is of course desirable to make decisions 
based upon valid evaluation, but unless teachers are 
invited to share and use the results of evaluation, 
there is little opportunity for professional growth. 
The editor (Karen Klein) also observes that evaluation 
systems that help teachers improve performance are the 
exception and even in those districts that do this, 
it's hard to discriminate where the evaluation system 
stops and inservice begins. Districts that use 
evaluation to direct inservice training have received 
additional benefits since teachers participate with 
confidence that the consequences of their inservice 
training are directed toward relevant goals (especially 
if they participated in the design of the evaluation 
program ). Two distinct forms of evaluation occur 
here: 
1. Formative--done by in-house staff to keep a 
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running check on the quality of the product or 
program under development. Applied to 
personnel evaluation, this might mean that 
either peer review or self-evaluation is used 
to monitor the quality of teaching and need 
for improvement. 
Summative—carried on by an outside evaluation 
to make a decision about the worth of a 
completed product or program. This is the 
form that teacher evaluation takes most often. 
It is conducted by an administrator and the 
results are used to decide the worth of a 
teacher's contribution.21 The more 
progressive systems today, argues Klein, share 
characteristics of formative and summative by 
using information gathered during evaluation 
to help strengthen teaching performance, but 
also add the same information to personnel 
files to be used in decisions about hiring and 
firing. Some pioneering systems (like Toledo, 
Ohio) are using formative techniques such as 
peer evaluation for new and probationary 
teachers. The information is used to improve 
the quality of teaching and to help the school 
board make decisions about retention or 
termination. The text offers several specific 
evaluation models, but the editor is quick to 
point out, and rightly so, that school systems 
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can learn from the evaluation efforts of 
others. Separation of formative and summative 
evaluation functions would allow teachers to 
improve performance without fearing that their 
efforts to seek help would be held against 
them in the summative decision-making process. 
Ms. Klein also cautions the reader not to 
replicate or duplicate the models perhaps 
since each school district is unique and must 
have an instrument tailored to meet the needs 
and goals as established by the school and 
community.22 
Dr. Robert Fraser, noted Massachusetts educator 
and expert in school law and his paper "Practical and 
Legal Aspects of Teacher Evaluation" indicates that 
Formative evaluation is to improve performance and the 
delivery of services while Summative evaluation, 
provides a data base for personnel decision making 
including reappointment, assignment, tenure, promotion, 
discipline, termination and reduction in force. Fraser 
indicates a third category called Documentation whose 
purpose is to build a record which recognizes and 
documents the quality of the services being rendered. 
From a legal perspective, Fraser indicates that the 
courts seem to be moving in the direction of the 
Summative evaluation in making decisions about 
effective teaching performance.23 
The National Association of Secondary School 
Principals Newsletter, "The Practitioner" in the 
February 1980 issue ascribes to the belief that P.I.C. 
(Performance-Improvement-Commitment) relates to 
evaluation in a unique way. The individual in 
cooperation with his/her immediate supervisor annually 
undertakes job-related, self-improvement steps and they 
initiate, develop and pursue a plan of action designed 
to fulfill commitments. Evaluation, the culminating 
activity, indicates the extent to which these goals are 
realized and both parties have an investment in the 
outcome of the efforts.24 
A baseline criteria used by evaluators helps the 
evaluatees to know what is expected of them, and 
determine the status of current performance is 
essential to the P.I.C. approach. An initial 
conference helps teachers establish improvement 
commitments. These should be limited to three to five 
items, contain a description of the evaluatees 
intentions, describe how the evaluatee plans to achieve 
each objective and indicate how both parties will know 
that objectives have been fulfilled. A plan of action 
is developed, including checkpoints for progress 
reviews and a PIA (Plan for Intensive Action) is also 
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described to bring some teachers to a satisfactory 
level of performance. After following a series of 
carefully planned steps throughout the entire academic 
year, a spring conference is held to review 
accomplishments and progress. Several models and 
diagrams are used to emphasize an MBO (Management By 
Objectives) and business oriented evaluation systems. 
This document prescribes the visitation model which 
calls for a process of pre-conference, observation, and 
post-conference.25 
T.R. Ellis in an article entitled "Teacher 
Evaluation is Hard Work- And It Should Be" feels that 
teacher evaluations should be conducted by the 
principal, who enters and writes every word spoken by 
the teacher for two to three hours. Ellis feels that 
any "show lasts for forty-five minutes to an hour and 
then the teacher orchestrates the normal classroom 
environment." He feels that pre-conferences are a 
waste of time and his system is based on a 
pi us/minus.26 
An article in "Principal"(January 1985, p.19) 
approaches evaluation from the perspective that it can 
eliminate incompetent teachers, thus making room for 
more skilled people. The title, "It/s Time to Get 
Tough With The Turkeys" basically supports the concept 
of trying to assist teachers who are identified as 
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incompetent and if they fail to improve, dismiss them. 
The usual solution is, of course, to move them from one 
school to another or perhaps to another grade. This 
strategy is employed by administrators who are 
non-confrontational or who see the dismissal process as 
a waste of time or too expensive. It is the function 
of administrators to help teachers to teach and to deal 
with individuals who refuse to meet minimum acceptable 
standards.27 
There are broad categories into which teacher 
evaluation can be placed. Some are based on 
accountability, others are more growth oriented. Still 
others are even more innovative such as one school 
system in Idaho CCoeur D'Alene) which does not evaluate 
teachers at all unless termination of contract is being 
considered. Teacher morale is high despite years of 
poor legislative support, staff turnover is low and 
student achievement on standardized tests is 
consistently above the national norm. The secret 
perhaps to their effective educational system is a 
working relationship with the University of Idaho on 
teacher inservice programs. These course offerings are 
conducted in Coeur D'Alene in the summer and are 
attended by significant numbers of teachers and 
administrators. Madeline Hunter, whose theory into 
practice approach seemed to meet their identified need 
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for a common language and a strategic approach to 
instructional improvement, was brought in to conduct 
several workshops and train teachers and administrators 
in her technique. Essentially, teachers in Coeur 
D'Alene are assessed in either of two modes: 
1. Supervisory Mode- (for all teachers) provides 
continuous assistance to the teacher by the 
supervisor. 
2. Evaluation Mode- for teachers whom in the 
supervisors documented assessment, a 
significant problem exists in meeting or 
aligning personal classroom, building or 
district objectives. This mode includes a 
formal evaluation of competence.28 
The plan seems to work, and well it should since 
it is apparently strongly supported by the teachers. 
In a survey conducted of the three hundred and sixty 
teachers, 74% rated the supervision system superior or 
highly superior. Teachers felt that by implementing 
this innovative program, the adversarial relationship 
between teachers and administrators was reduced and the 
collegiality of problem solving was enhanced. 
The Orange County (Virginia) Schools have 
pioneered a new approach to teacher evaluation and 
staff development by replacing annual evaluation with 
professional growth assessments and a master teacher 
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training program. This program evolved out of the 
feeling that the teaching profession has too long 
neglected the need for continuous and systematic 
training of its own members. The current research on 
learning and effective teaching, they felt, has become 
too valuable to trust to ineffective and haphazard 
staff development programs. Moreover, they insisted 
that teachers could no longer be left to discover for 
themselves the processes and techniques of effective 
teaching. A need to assist teachers in difficulty and 
the overal1 improvement of performance prompted an 
administrative study of various procedures. They found 
that the majority of evaluation systems are in place to 
identify and aid in the removal of two percent of the 
teaching staff deemed incompetent. The administrators 
concluded that assisting the competent 98% to improve 
instructional effectiveness was certainly the priority 
and, as a result, the evaluation of minimal teaching 
competence were abandoned to help the significant 
majority perfect their teaching ski 11s.29 
The Orange County schools developed a document 
("Assessment for Professional Development") whose 
stated objective was to promote "continuous 
professional growth and facilitate sharing of effective 
« 
educational procedures"30 They redefined the terms of 
evaluation as a process for judging teacher suitability 
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for continued employment and for assessment as a 
non-threatening process to monitor and guide a 
teacher's efforts in acquiring and using effective 
teaching skills. The program also had as its goal, to 
document and reinforce what teachers were doing right. 
Twelve categories of Professional Practices were 
developed by a panel of teachers and administrators and 
stated in terms specific enough to guide teachers and 
administrators through the effective teaching process, 
but general enough to allow for individual teacher 
style and creativity. They also developed over one 
hundred generic performance indicators to be grouped 
under categories in the "Professional Practices" and 
the ultimate process served as both an instrument to 
assess professional growth and as a diagnostic tool to 
suggest corrective action for teachers experiencing 
difficulty. The stated objective of the "Assessment 
for Professional Development" program was to afford 
every teacher the training and opportunity to become an 
effective teacher- a master teacher. Teachers were 
given five years and thirty observations in which to 
demonstrate and assess their proficiency with all the 
performance indicators. Additionally, to maximize 
professional growth achievement, teachers were allowed 
to individualize and manage their own five-year 
development programs.31 
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The Orange County educators recognized that the 
success of the assessment program depended on the 
feedback given to the teachers, since classroom 
teachers were allowed to control much of the 
observation process. The teacher not only selected the 
effective teaching skills, but also the day and the 
class to be observed. The observers were directed to 
document only the teaching strengths present during the 
classroom visit. To personalize feedback and reduce 
the likelihood of any misunderstanding, observers were 
trained to prepare narrative reports objectively 
describing the teacher's actions and behaviors that 
demonstrated the performance Indicators.32 
This program also uses the pre-conference 
observation and post-conference model but the observer 
is established as a documentation specialist to assist 
teachers in identifying and preparing a record of their 
best teaching efforts. The difference between this and 
other programs cited is based upon the successful 
implementation (and perhaps a school administration 
composed of risk-takers) of observations by other 
teachers. This system was unique: classroom teachers 
would be used to provide the multiple observations and 
professional growth feedback to other teachers. This 
process began at the high school level and quickly, due 
to its success, spread to the middle schools and 
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elementary schools. The principal assumed the role of 
facilitator and assessor and ensured that two trained 
observers were available to provide each teacher with 
sufficient opportunity to document his or her best 
teaching performance. At the end of the year, based on 
the six observations, the principal rated the targeted 
practices as "insufficient", "competent", Can 
acceptable rating), or "proficient"(a superior rating). 
All teachers had to complete thirty hours of observer 
training which included actual practice by completing 
five observations with a trained facilitator. Overall 
direction and supervision remained the central office 
responsibility of the staff development director.33 
When Orange County began this program in 1982, the 
concept of merit pay for teachers began to intensify. 
A pilot study was undertaken in Orange County to 
develop a means of rewarding teachers who were highly 
motivated and who had taken the initiative to grow 
professionally. Although the money was not very 
substantial, ($165.00) almost every teacher chose to 
participate in the program.34 
Excellence in education, according to Orange 
County, will only be achieved when there is an 
effective teacher in every classroom. However, the 
teaching profession simply cannot compete with the 
prestige, status and income of other careers and that 
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has generated growing teacher shortages around the 
country. Attempts to improve teaching performance by 
imposing stringent new requirements on those seeking 
entry into the profession have served to restrict 
expansion of the already inadequate supply of qualified 
teachers. Orange County became the forerunner and 
practical example that excellence in teaching must come 
from within the profession and we can accept no less.35 
The topic of teacher evaluation and merit pay has 
been consistently opposed by most public school 
educators based on the grounds that no satisfactory 
measures of merit have been developed. The demand from 
certain segments of the public to merit pay schedules 
is persistent. The meanings of the terms evaluation, 
rating and merit pay as applied to teachers and salary 
schedules have become greatly confused. The terms are 
often (and erroneously) used interchangeably, while 
their meanings are clearly different.36 
Evaluation is used to improve instruction and can 
be used with or without merit pay. Rating is a part of 
the evaluation process and involves subjective 
judgments of the teachers degree of success in 
measuring up to certain standards of good teaching. 
Rating can also be used with or without merit pay. 
Merit Pav generally presupposes both evaluation and 
rating. The rating of a teacher involves comparisons 
with other teachers/ ability to meet a certain 
criteria. Some salary plans require certain 
professional growth activities in order for the teacher 
to qualify for upper salary levels. The merit salary 
system usually uses a "single" salary schedule (based 
on preparation and experience) as a basis but 
differentials are provided for individuals judged to 
merit additional compensation based upon superior 
quality of service. The commission on Teacher 
Evaluation of the Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development has defined the terms as 
foilows: 
Ratinq—a subjective, qualitative judgment of a 
teacher given by a raterCprincipal, supervisor, 
superintendent, or board of education) without the 
participation of the rated person. It may or may not 
determine salary. 
Merit Pav—a subjective, qualitative judgment made 
by a rater with out the participation of the person 
rated for purposes of determining salary. 
Evaluation—a broad term covering all forms of 
judgment, even rating. A system used to review the 
process by which individuals or groups, through active 
and mutual participation by all persons concerned, are 
enabled to make choices and come to decisions in 
planning and growth.37 
As a general rule, the teaching profession has 
opposed ratings for salary purposes (merit rating) and 
has endorsed and supported the evaluation process 
perhaps because evaluation is seen as bettering 
programs of instruction and essential to the operation 
of effective schools. Evaluation is a requisite of 
good supervisory practices and is applied to the 
services/methods used, outcomes of the teaching, 
conduct and attitude of the pupils and use of 
standardized tests; as applied to the teacher, 
evaluation involves the concept of the role of the 
teacher, the personality, amount of professional study 
completed and cooperation in school and community 
activities. In short, evaluation is to improve 
instruction and secure constant growth in order to 
fulfill the role as a teacher while ratings seek to 
measure levels of success. The use of evaluation plans 
only to carry out the provisions of merit rating is 
unfortunate since it, in fact, is an admission of 
failure to develop an effective instructional 
improvement program and constant inservice growth of 
the teaching staff.38 
The National Education Association Handbook (1960) 
indicated that a major responsibility of the teaching 
profession was to evaluate the quality of its services. 
It called for continued research and experimentation to 
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develop means of objective evaluation of the 
performance of all professional personnel including the 
identification of (a) factors that determine 
competence; Cb) factors that determine the 
effectiveness of competent professionals; <c) methods 
of evaluating effective professional service; and (d) 
methods of recognizing effective professional service 
through self-realization, personal status and salary. 
This statement has been attacked by segments of the 
public and even some educators, especially those in 
higher education. The charge, of course, is that the 
single salary schedule puts a premium on mediocrity and 
discounts superior service. The NEA continues even to 
this day to endorse evaluation for improvement of 
teachers' performances but totally rejects 
differentials in pay based on subjective ratings.39 
Regarding merit pay, it is not the rating that 
causes problems but the use of ratings to determine 
salaries, when tied to bonuses, extra increments, 
superior service awards and assignment to higher levels 
on multiple track schedules. If in fact, single salary 
schedules are accused of perpetuating mediocrity 
because some teachers are on the job, going through the 
motions but are doing a very uninspired, traditional 
job, then many people feel an energetic, zealous 
teacher who inspires students ought to be financially 
rewarded for rendering outstanding service. 
As a group, teachers cite three reasons for 
rejecting merit pay. These include: 
1. Evaluation instruments cannot measure relative 
worth of individual teachers (teaching cannot 
be quantitatively measured). 
2. Many teachers feel that low morale would 
result if rewards went to "apple polishers" or 
those with influence. 
3. Merit rating is inconsistent with the nature 
of the work of a teacher. Education stresses 
teaching as a cooperative social process in 
which teachers as a group work for the welfare 
of children. Merit ratings would foster 
competition, which may destroy the service 
motive to be supplanted by a financial 
motive.40 
One text often used (Secondary And Middle School 
Teaching Methods) in teacher training methods courses 
lists several "Characteristics of Successful Teaching" 
that provide for interesting thought: 
Successful teachers are good classroom managers. 
Successful teachers are well organized. 
Successful teachers encourage time on task. 
Successful teachers focus their class activities. 
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Successful teachers know their stuff. 
Successful teachers teach imaginatively 
Successful teachers know their students. 
Successful teachers hold high expectations. 
Successful teachers are supportive. 
Successful teachers adapt. 
Successful teachers use intrinsic control. 
Successful teachers match content and tests. 
This text constantly encourages teachers to grow 
professionally by suggesting that they keep abreast in 
their field, becoming more expert in methods and 
curriculum, and receive inspiration and help by joining 
professional organizations.41 
The Association for Curriculum Development 
published a text in 1988 that created an interesting 
scenario and asked six teacher evaluation authorities 
from around the country to respond. According to the 
case presented, Harriet Halverson had been dismissed as 
a teacher for instructional incompetence after teaching 
for ten years. School officials believed that there 
was more than sufficient evidence to dismiss but the 
court ruled in the teacher's favor because the 
evaluation program was "simplistic, invalid and an 
unfair collection of spur of the moment evidence 
gathered as a result of arbitrary decision making." The 
judge felt that, although the teacher may have been 
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Insufficiently skilled to be in a classroom, school 
administrators had marshalled insufficient evidence and 
did not make a meaningful case regarding the teacher's 
competence. The chairperson of the school committee 
delivered a stinging ultimatum to the school 
superintendent to "get some outside consultants who 
know their stuff and who can design a defensible 
teacher evaluation system from the ground up."42 The 
directive told him to have a plan for the board (within 
two months) that was practical, cost effective and 
consistent with what the current research said about 
teacher evaluation. The superintendent secured the 
names of six authorities from around the country and he 
issued a letter of invitation for them to serve as a 
district consultant. His letter described the events 
leading to his request and requested a thirty to forty 
page description of a practical approach to teacher 
evaluation that would serve a typical k-12 American 
school district. 
This hypothetical dimisssal/court reversal was 
outlined and in fact sent to six authorities (all of 
whom knew that it was hypothetical) who responded. 
After each of the experts responded, the proposal 
he/she made was critiqued "from the field" by a school 
principal or central office administrator. The results 
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are sometimes compatible, and somtimes conflicting. 
Briefly outlined, the six are as follows: 
I. Thomas McGreal—Associate Professor, College 
of Education, University of Illinois. McGreal believes 
that the call for change is spurred by angry reactions 
to local problems or by a legislated reform movement 
but either reason forces a sense of urgency that does 
not allow careful planning necessary for this change 
activity to succeed. He feels that although the 
outcome of the Harriet Halverson case was clearly 
unsatisfactory, it could be the impetus for generating 
the resources needed to address a number of issues 
linked to the teacher evaluation process. Perhaps the 
most important task is to channel the energy from a 
"defensible" negatively focused system to a more 
positive program where teacher evaluation is but one 
ingredient. 
McGreal feels that the major purpose of evaluation 
is to : 
1. Provide a process that allows and encourages 
supervision and teachers to work together to 
Improve and enhance classroom instructional 
practices . 
Provide a process for bringing structioned 
assistance to marginal teachers. 
2. 
3. 
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Provide a basis for making more rational 
decisions about retention, transfer or 
dismissal 
4. Provide a basis for making more informed 
Judgments about differing perfomance levels 
for use in compensation programs such as merit 
pay plans or career ladder programs. 
5. Provide information for determing the extent 
of implementation of knowledge and skills 
gained during staff development activities and 
for use in judging the degree of maintenance 
of the acquired knowledge and ski 11s.43 
McGreal feels that the most critical component of 
the program is the "willingness of teachers and 
administrators to actively paricipate" in this set of 
purposes. Obviously, he is talking about an attitude 
change on the part of al1 members of the school system 
(including the school board) since this program is 
clearly an improvement of instruction through mutual 
trust rather than a "defensible" teacher evaluation 
system used to fire incompetent teachers. 
McGreal's plan of action including leadership 
density, a study of the literature, setting district 
priorities and an appropriate time frame leads to a 
structured staff development program which assures 
successful and lasting instructional enhancement.44 
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He concludes with a plea that the district must 
constantly focus upon the fundamental purpose of 
teacher evaluation and it also must maintain a view of 
the bigger picture. The impact can go well beyond 
legal or political considerations. Programs based on 
these tenets are functioning successfully around the 
country and they can make a difference.45 
II. Madeline Hunter, a professor at U.C.L.A, 
feels that teacher evaluation should focus on "Good, 
better, best. Never let it rest. Until good becomes 
better and better becomes best!" She begins by 
commenting that most people of average to above average 
intelligence who are willing to expend the required 
effort can be reasonably effective teachers assuming 
they have: 
adequate content area preparation 
- knowledge of the psychological generalizations 
related to cause-effect relationships in 
teaching and learning. 
skills (usually developed through coaching) in 
translating that knowledge into performance 
behavior in a classroom 
- demonstrated the use of Judgment as to when 
specific educational techniques and 
generalizations about learning should or 
should not occur.46 
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Hunter makes a significant number of basic 
assumptions about teacher evaluation and perhaps the 
most critical is that teaching is a learned profession 
not a genetic endowment. She, like McGreal, feels that 
a long-range, research-based, conceptually coherent 
staff development program must be mounted in the school 
or district since it becomes the philosophical and 
psychological base for staff development. In addition 
to the basic assumptions, Hunter outlines procedures 
for translating the assumption into reality by 
commiting to evaluation program which she also 
outlines. This initial plan, spearheaded by a group of 
administrators and key teachers, is expected to produce 
a two to five year plan rooted in reality and to 
identify necessary resources of time and money to be 
budgeted. 
Evaluators would receive some one hundred hours of 
training ("boot-strap" operations are highly fallible 
and Ineffective) as well as significant practice in 
coaching, supervising and evaluating. Videotapes and 
script-taping are essential to the training aspect. 
She also ascribes to the pre-conference, observation 
and post-conference model and relies heavily upon the 
formative and summative evaluation practice. 
Hunter concludes that teaching has grown from an 
occupation to a craft to a profession based on 
knowledge not commonly held outside of the field. She 
feels that sophisticated peer coaching, supervision and 
evaluation have the power to elevate teaching to the 
level of the very highest profession. Teachers after 
all control the development of the future.47 
III. W. James Popham, also from U.C.L.A., admits 
that teacher evaluation has always been his Moby Dick 
and that as often as he has wandered down the trail of 
teacher appraisal, the results have been remarkably 
dismal. Popham feels that if America's schools opt for 
a carefully developed, judgment-based approach to 
teacher evaluation, we can make substantial strides in: 
1. providing skill building support for our vast 
majority of teachers. 
2. successfully terminating that small number of 
incompetent teachers who are liable to be 
harming children. 
Popham immediately attacks the formative and 
summative evaluation as "folly" and a grave conceptual 
error because they are always carried out by the same 
person. If, he argues, formative's essence is to 
improve the teacher's skills, then the observer and 
teacher can work to identify problems and remedy them. 
If, however, the teacher does not admit that a 
deficiency exists, how can the evaluator help? His 
point clearly is that reluctance to admit weakness is a 
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universal human trait and if teachers believe that 
information gathered during a formative evaluation will 
ultimately be used to make summative judgments against 
them, they will be reluctant to admit their 
shortcomings.48 
Popham does believe that formative evaluation can 
help teachers grow and this affects students but he 
feels that summatives are used only for dismissal 
purposes and not for their intended function. 
Popham ultimately proposes Judgment Based Teacher 
Evaluation (JBTE) based on the ability of qualified 
professionals to consider various data sources, judge 
the soundness of such data, and reach conclusions about 
a teacher's competence in the context of the teacher's 
specific instructional setting. He argues that this 
method is far superior in reaching conceptually and 
legally defensible conclusions about a teacher's level 
of competence. 
Popham outlines his program as requested and 
concludes with a statement that no teacher evaluation 
system is flaw free but that when compared to other 
forms, JBTE wins hands down. He also says that the 
teachers who can be made more competent must be given 
the assistance to enhance their skills while the 
incompetent, who cannot be improved, must be removed 
from our schools. The responsibility of American 
educators is to children, not teachers.49 
IV. Richard Manatt, the Director of the School 
Improvement Model Project at Iowa State, found the 
proposal interesting since he received the request just 
as he was about teach a state-mandated class for 
training teacher evaluators (thirty hours). Manatt was 
delighted by the request of a thirty of forty page 
detailed outline since most school systems just want an 
"Instrument that/s tough enough to fire teachers." He 
immediately began an outline of the School Improvement 
Model (SIM) which helps public and independent schools 
improve student achievement by an organizational 
renewal process. 
Manatt offered four general options mindful of 
cost and haste. These include: 
1. A microcomputer based evaluation system called 
CATE/S (Computer Assisted Teacher 
Evaluation/Supervisor) intended for a school 
who wants a powerful, research-based 
comprehensive performance-based evaluation 
system for teachers without going through the 
long process of development and validation 
criteria, procedures and improvement 
strategies. 
2. Each school improvement model or performance 
appraised system is copyrighted by a district 
or independent school. By contacting a 
variety of schools, an existing program could 
be modified. 
3. Participate in the development of a 
performance based evaluation for another group 
by working with SIM consultants as 
understudies. 
4. A three year development process using a 
consulting team from the SIM office.50 
Manatt believes that option four would be the best 
choice for the school system in question. He states 
that the SIM approach has repeatedly shown that teacher 
morale, educational climate and student achievement 
improve. SIM is a process, not a product, and each 
model is unique since it is planned for and operated 
and controlled by the teachers and administrators of 
that school organization. A "stakeholders" committee 
is appointed by the superintendent and represents 
teachers, administrators, parents, students and board 
members. This committee serves as an ad hoc group at 
the pleasure of the board must make all final policy 
decisions. 
Stakeholders are expected to serve for three years 
at least. In year one, committee members plan a 
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performance evaluation system for all professional 
positions. During the second year (after approval by 
the board and teachers/ union with ties to collective 
bargaining), each principal and a few teachers in each 
building test the proposed system. After analysis, the 
system is refined and taught to all personnel. In the 
third year, the total-systems approach to performance 
evaluation is used and specific inservice activities 
are added for appropriate personnel. Good 
organizations, maintains Manatt, do not Just measure 
your competence, they teach you to be more competent. 
His model outlines stakeholders activities, essentials 
of performance evaluation, field testing and training, 
possible rater bias, bias and evaluation training and 
interviews at the end of a pilot year. 
He concludes that the success of the SIM approach 
is credited to the fact that half of the teachers who 
need intensive assistance improve dramatically while 
the remainder are dismissed.51 
V. Michael Scriven, a professor at the 
University of Australia, Nedlands assumes at the outset 
that teachers are responsible professionals who retain 
a great deal of autonomy in the way they discharge 
their duties. This implies that they acknowledge the 
need for accountability and systematic professional 
development, each of which requires an evaluation 
process. He also concurs that teachers should get full 
protection from an evaluation system that is arbitrary, 
invalid, unnecessarily intrusive, unjust or unable to 
provide useful information. 
Scriven's major theme in his approach to teacher 
evaluation is accountability or as he puts it, 
"...responsibility Includes demonstrabi1ity". He also, 
like Hunter and McGreal, heavily emphasizes 
professional development as a result of formative and 
summative evaluations. Scriven also compares teacher 
evaluation to teacher competency testing based on a 
complete set of pedagogical competencies. This teacher 
competency testing procedure was adapted in several 
teacher training institutions throughout the country 
and centered on basic skills, knowledge of subject 
matter and pedagogy.52 
Scriven neatly handles the question regarding his 
system as being pro-teacher or pro-administrator 
(anti-teacher) and insists that it is not performance 
based, measurement based or Judgment based teacher 
evaluation. He has, according to his model, a duties 
based approach based upon two questions: 
1. What is a teacher hired to do? 
2. How can we decide if it is done adequately or 
with excel 1ence? 
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The author feels that the duties based approach 
identifies all tasks above and beyond the central 
classroom (homework, keeping up with subject matter, 
pedagogy and student needs). These additional tasks 
include talking to parents, supervising corridors or 
lunchrooms, doing committee work, submitting 
information on student performance, and referring 
students to appropriate counselors. The sources of 
evidence include: 
Judgments—by the teacher being evaluated, 
department heads, counselors, students, 
parents, principals, district personnel and 
inservice providers. 
found data—school records, requests for the 
teacher/s class, attendance, grade 
distribution, recommended texts, student work, 
tests, handouts, assignments, 
observations—in class, around school, 
teachers'' rooms, committee meetings, dealings 
with parents, peers, students colleagues, 
test data—comparative performance, absolute 
performance, success of approaches, materials. 
Includes state competency testing. 
- teacher portfolio--se1f evaluation and 
personal development plan, results of 
experiments and reading program, courses 
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taken, procedures used in grading, basis for 
selection of materials. 
footprint data—results of exit interviews 
with graduating seniors, college applications 
and acceptances, scholarships and curriculum 
changes due to the teacher/s committee work.53 
The benefit of this somewhat exhaustive program is 
that it avoids the use of illicit material and 
inappropriate judges thereby reducing the chance of 
injustice. The Duties Based Teacher Evaluation (DBTE) 
gives a better picture of the overall performance and 
contribution and makes the teacher feel that these are 
appreciated. Teachers are encouraged to improve 
through a Teacher Development System and the thrust of 
inservice should be based upon teacher evaluation. 
Scriven concludes that it is a good general 
principle in educational administration to let others 
play guinea pig and moving to the tried and true avoids 
the wasted effort of debugging new approaches. He 
maintains, however, that the DBTE system is workable 
and that the alternative is to continue using a system 
that is demonstrably unjust.54 
VI. Arthur L. Costa, Robert J. Garmston, and 
Linda Lambert are all members of the Education 
Department at California State University. 
These three noted educators begin with perhaps the 
basis for all discussion regarding teacher evaluation; 
there is no perfect evaluation system. They do, 
however, offer an alternative perspective that is bold 
yet sensible and according to them, will improve the 
way professionals go about the daily work of educating 
children. They propose to evaluate the "invisible 
skills of teaching", that is, the thinking processes of 
teaching that manifest themselves in the work of 
educators. They begin, as did many of the previous 
authors, by describing the purpose of evaluation. They 
ask the reader to consider four purposes 1) improving 
teacher performance; 2) forming personnel decisions 
about teachers; 3) improving organizational 
performance; 4) informing organizational decisions. 
The first two, of course, focus on the teacher and the 
last two on the district. In addition to the purpose 
of evaluation, these authors focus on three other 
distinct questions which they feel are central to any 
evaluation system: 
1. What is the relationship of the area being 
evaluated to the work performed by teachers? 
2. Is the evaluation system congruent with the 
districts view of teacher work? 
3. To what degree can an evaluation system match 
conditions necessary for the successful 
operation of a teacher evaluation system?55 
Their proposal is a "Cognitive Development View of 
Evaluation" which can best be defined as the diagnosis 
and assessment of the teacher/s capacity for 
se1f-modification. The self-modification capacity is 
seen as a function of teachers' awareness of, 
engagement in, performance of, and in improvement of 
their own cognitive processes of teaching. These 
processes occur before, during, and after teaching, as 
well as in the context of collegial and professional 
practice. 
The Cognitive Processes of Instruction comes from 
the work of cognitive psychologists and other 
researchers and depicts a view of ideal teachers in 
terms of their intellectual functioning and their 
effects on student performance. Costa et al include a 
series of bench marks which include such concepts as 
strategic teaching, autonomous cognition, 
self-modification, high-abstraction, and commitment. 
Effective teachers are also operating at high stages of 
cognitive development (Piaget), moral development 
(Kohlberg), social development (Erickson), and ego 
development (Loevinger).56 These authors provide 
several examples of diagrams and actual evaluation 
forms and they too rely on peer judging and a valid 
inservice program to address needs identified by the 
evaluation program. 
Costa, Garmston, and Lambert insist that one of 
the great myths in our profession has been that teacher 
evaluation practices have improved instruction for 
students. Most district evaluation policies have that 
in their preamble yet we have virtually no evidence 
that this is the case.57 Cognitive evaluation they 
believe offers a school system an opportunity to retain 
that statement in that preamble and possibly to realize 
that goal. There is significant evidence that teachers 
who function at higher levels of human development 
assist students to achieve academically, cooperate, 
possess higher self confidence, solve problems, think 
critically and creatively, and function as self 
directing individuals. 
These "Six Prescriptions for Success" in teacher 
evaluation are alternatives to evaluation approaches 
and the editors encourage those charged with creating 
new systems, or renovating old ones to become more 
circumspect. Educators are encouraged to survey, with 
care, a range of alternative teacher appraisal 
approaches to contribute to sound decision making.58 
A definitive study on the topic of teacher 
evaluation is the Rand Corporation's book. Teacher 
Evaluation—A Study of Effective Practices prepared for 
the National Institute of Education. The principal 
author, Arthur E. Wise, says "Teacher evaluation is not 
a trivial undertaking....done properly, it requires 
substantial resources and a great deal of attention. 
Most school districts have a perfunctory evaluation 
system."59 The Rand report indicates that current 
teacher evaluation systems are not suitable for 
assessing teachers to receive either merit pay or 
master teacher ratings. The researchers for the Rand 
Corporation, a conservative California think tank, 
surveyed thirty-two school districts with reputations 
for having highly developed evaluation systems and 
studied four of the most advanced systems intensively. 
The four (Salt Lake City, Utah; Lake Washington, 
Washington; Toledo, Ohio; and Greenwich, Connecticut), 
according to the study, gave more time, money and care 
to teacher evaluation than most districts are willing 
to devote. Each committed sufficient resources, made 
sure their evaluators were competent, enlisted the 
cooperation of both teachers and administrators and 
devised a system tailored to local economic and 
political characteristics.60 
The Rand report, financed by the National 
Institute of Education, assumed that school systems 
evaluate teachers to facilitate decisions about teacher 
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status and to help teachers improve their performance. 
Most of the existing literature, they felt, concerned 
evaluation instruments and ways to improve the 
technical reliability and validity of such instruments. 
The study was to focus on the actual operation of 
teacher evaluation procedures in school systems, not 
only examining the instruments and procedures, but also 
the organizational contexts within which they operate. 
The purpose of this was to enable the authors to 
observe whether (and how) teacher evaluation results 
are used by the organization. Beyond this, broader 
organizational considerations were needed to initiate 
and to sustain effective teacher evaluation 
practices.61 
The importance of teacher evaluation was brought 
to public attention again in April 1983 when "A Nation 
at Risk" was published. 
Persons preparing to teach should be required to 
meet high educational standards, to demonstrate an 
aptitude for teaching, and to demonstrate 
competence in an academic discipline....Salaries 
for the teaching profession should be increased 
and should be professionally competitive, market 
sensitive and performance based. Salary, 
promotion, tenure and retention decisions should 
be tied to an effective evaluation system that 
includes peer review so that superior teachers can 
be rewarded, average ones encouraged and poor ones 
either improved or terminated.62 
A well designed, properly functioning teacher 
evaluation process provides a major communication link 
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between the school system and teachers. The Task Force 
on Education for Economic Growth, Education Commission 
of the States (ECS) echoed some of the material from a 
"Nation at Risk". 
We recommend that boards of Education and higher 
education in each state-in cooperation with 
teachers and school administrators-put in place, 
as soon as possible, systems for fairly and 
objectively measuring the effectiveness of 
teachers and rewarding outstanding performance. 
We strongly recommend that the states examine and 
tighten their procedures for selecting not only 
those who come into teaching, but also those who 
ultimately stay .... Ineffective teachers, those who 
fall short repeatedly in fair and objective 
evaluations-should, in due course and with due 
process, be dismissed.63 
Much of the existing literature on teacher 
evaluation examines instruments and techniques for 
evaluation without reference to their theoretical 
backgrounds or to the organizational contexts in which 
they are to be used. A teacher evaluation system must 
define the teaching task and provide a mechanism for 
judging the teacher, since teaching is a labor, a 
craft, a profession and an art. Under the conception 
of teaching as a 1abor. teaching activities are 
"rationally p1anned, -programatical 1y organized, and 
routinized in the form of standard operating 
procedures" by administrators. The teacher is 
responsible for implementing the instructional program 
in the prescribed manner and for adhering to specified 
routines and procedures. As a craft. teaching requires 
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a repertoire of specialized techniques and a knowledge 
of generalized rules of application. Once the teaching 
assignment has been made, the teacher is expected to 
carry it out without detailed instruction or close 
supervision. Teaching as a profession requires not 
only the repertoire of specialized techniques but the 
exercise of judgment about when those techniques should 
be applied (strategy and tactics). Under the 
conception of teaching as an art. teaching techniques 
may be novel unconventional or unpredictable and the 
techniques and standards of practice must be 
personalized.64 
Teacher evaluation, according to the Rand project, 
serves four basic purposes: individual staff 
development, school improvement, individual personnel 
decisions, and school status decisions. The first two 
purposes involve improvement and the second two, 
accountabi1itv. Although many evaluation programs may 
seek to accomplish all four purposes, in point of fact, 
improvement and accountability require different 
standards of adequacy and evidence. For purposes of 
accountability, teacher evaluation processes must be 
capable of yielding fairly objective, standardized and 
externally defensible information about teacher 
performance. For improvement objectives, evaluation 
processes must yield descriptive information that 
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illuminates sources of difficulty, as well as viable 
courses for change.65 
To improve a teacher's performance, the school 
system must enlist the teacher's cooperation, motivate 
the teacher and guide the teacher through the steps to 
improvement. The primary goal of teacher evaluation is 
"to improve the individual and collective teacher 
performance in the school".66 For the individual 
teacher, improvement relies on the development of two 
important conditions: 1) the knowledge that a course 
of action is the correct one and, 2) a perception that 
pursuing a given course of action is both worthwhile 
and possible. Most of the teacher evaluation 
processes, according to the Rand study, identify 
effective teaching without addressing the question of 
how to change teaching behavior. The work of several 
researchers cited by the study adds credence to the 
above statements. They cited research by Fuller et al 
(1982) which stated in effect that with respect to 
teacher evaluation, increased performance and 
organizational efficacy will result from: 
convergence between teachers and 
administrators in accepting the goals and 
means for task performance (Ouchi, 1980) 
higher levels of personalized interaction and 
resource exchange between teachers and 
administrators (Talbert, 1980) 
lower prescriptiveness of work tasks 
(Anderson, 1973) 
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teachers/ perception that evaluation is 
soundly based and that evaluation is linked to 
rewards or sanctions. 
teacher input into evaluation criteria, along 
with the diversity of criteria CPfeffer, et 
al., 1976; Rosenholtz and Wilson, 1980)67. 
In 1980, two respected researchers, Matriella and 
Dornbush found that teacher satisfaction with 
evaluation systems strongly related to 1) perceptions 
that all share the same criteria for evaluation; 2) 
more frequent samplings of teacher performance; 3) more 
frequent communication and feedback; 4) teachers' 
ability to affect the criteria. Interestingly enough, 
the frequency of negative feedbak did not cause 
dissatisfaction but Infrequency of evaluation did. 
Teacher satisfaction with evaluation apparently 
rests on the perception that evalaution is soundly 
based - that the individual teacher has some control 
over both task performance and its assessment- Much of 
the recent literature has begun to recognize also the 
improtance of both self-assessment and allowing teacher 
input into the determination of evaluation criteria and 
standards.68 
The Rand Corporation, after completing an 
extensive literature review, surveyed thirty-two school 
districts and ultimately chose four representing 
diverse teacher evaluation processes and organizational 
environments. Their preliminary assessment indicated 
that school authorities do not agree on what 
constitutes the best practice with regard to 
instrumentation, frequency of evaluation, the role of 
the teacher in the process, or how the information 
could Cor should) inform other district activities. 
The Rand findings indicate also that because of the 
differences in practice, teacher evaluation presently 
is an underconceptualized and underdeveloped activity. 
Many of the districts surveyed felt that principals 
lacked sufficient resolve and competence to evaluate 
accurately. Other probelms included teacher resistance 
or apathy, the lack of uniformity and consistency of 
evaluation within a school system, Inadequate training 
for evaluators and shortcomings in the evaluation of 
secondary school staff and specialists. Respondents 
however, consistently reported two positive results of 
teacher evaluation: Improved teacher-administrator 
communication and increased teacher awareness of 
instructional goals and classroom practices.69 
The four districts (Salt Lake City, Lake 
Washington, Toledo and Greenwich) have different 
approaches with respect to the primary evaluators and 
the teachers who are evaluated but the districts follow 
certain common practices which set their systems apart. 
Spec!fical1y they: 
1. Provide top-level leadership and institutional 
resources for the evaluation process. 
2. Ensure that evaluators have the necessary 
expertise to perform their task. 
3. Encourage teachers and administrators to 
develop a common understanding of evaluation 
goals and processes. 
4. Use an evaluation process and support systems 
that are compatible with each other and with 
the districts overall goals and organizational 
context.70 
Four key ingredients (commitment, competence, 
collaboration and compatibility) give districts a 
meaningful process that produces useful results. 
Commitment has as its key obstacle, time, to confer, 
observe and assist teachers. Evaluator competence 
requires the ability to make sound Judgements about 
teaching quality and the ability to make appropriate 
concrete recommendations for improvement of teaching 
performance. Col 1aboration fosters a working 
relationship between the teacher and the evaluator and 
compatabi1itv allows the process to function 
strategically. In the case of these four school 
districts, at least, evaluation in not an ancillary 
activity but rather part of a larger plan for school 
improvement.71 
The case studies indicate that the evaluation 
system succeeds in several ways. First, the school 
systems implement them as planned. Second, all people 
in the system understand them. Third, the school 
system actually uses the results. In varying degrees 
the evaluation processes produce reliable, valid 
measures of teaching performance and are used for 
teacher improvement and personnel decisions. 
Additionally, three key factors are noted by the Rand 
report: 
1. Reliability—refers to the consistency of 
measurements across evaluators and 
observations. Personnel decisions demand the 
highest rebiability of evaluation results. 
Criteria must be standardized and be applied 
with consistency. 
2. Validity—depends on the accuracy and 
comprehensiveness in assesing teaching quality 
as defined by the agreed on criteria. 
3. Utility—depends at least in part upon its 
reliabi1itv and validitv. that is, how 
consitently and accurately the process 
measures minimal competence and degrees of 
competence.72 
The conclusions and recommendations made by the 
Rand study are as follows: 
Conclusion One: To succeed, a teacher evaluation 
system must suit the educational goals, management 
style, conception of teaching and the community values 
of the school district. 
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Recommendation: The school district should 
examine its educational goals and not adapt a system 
simply because that program works in another district. 
States should not impose highly prescriptive teacher 
evaluation requirements. 
Conclusion Two: Top level commitment to, and 
resources for evaluation outweigh checklists and 
procedures. 
Recommendation: The school system should give 
sufficient time, unencumbered by competing 
adminitrative demands, for evaluation. They should 
regularly assess the quality of evaluation, including 
individual and collective evaluator competence. The 
assessments should provide feedback to individual 
evaluators and input into the evaluator training 
process. The school should train evaluators in 
observation and evaluation techniques, including 
reporting, diagnosis, and clinical supervision skills, 
when it adopts a new teacher evaluation process. 
Conclusion Three: The school district should 
decide the main purpose of its teacher evaluation 
system and then match the process to the purpose. 
Recommendation: The school district should 
examine its existing teacher evaluation system to see 
which, if any, purpose it serves well. If the district 
changes the purpose, it should change the process. The 
school system should decide whether it can afford more 
than one teacher evaluation process or whether it must 
choose a single process to fit its main purpose. 
Conclusion Four: To sustain resource commitments 
and political support, teacher evaluation must be seen 
to have utility. Utility depends upon the efficient 
use of resources to achieve reliability, validity and 
cost-effectiveness. 
Recommendation: The school district must allocate 
resources commensurate with the number of teachers to 
be evaluated and the importance and visiblity of 
evaluation outcomes. Also the school district should 
target resources so as to achieve real benefits. 
Conclusion Five: Teacher Involvement and 
responsibility improve the quality of teacher 
evaluation. 
Recommendat1 on: The school district should 
involve expert teachers in the supervision and 
assistance of their peers, particularly beginning 
teachers and those in need of special assistance. The 
school district should involve teacher organization in 
the design oversight of teacher evaluation to ensure 
its legitimacy, fairness and effectiveness. The school 
district should hold teachers accountable to standards 
of practice that compel them to make appropriate 
instructional decisions on behalf of their students.73 
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Gene Maeroff in his text entitled Don/t Blame the 
Kids, believes that education is in trouble. He says, 
“If jobs in elementary and secondary education were 
attracting the best and brightest of the college 
graduates there might be more reason for confidence in 
the future“74 He feels that at least teaching had 
security but now layoffs, triggered by enrollment 
declines, have ended that attraction. Now, a young 
person who majors in education in college does so at 
some risk, not knowing if there will be a job after 
graduation. The paradox here of course is that many 
school systems are suffering shortages in certain 
academic areas while at the same time there is a 
general oversupply of teachers. Tightening 
requirements for entry into teacher education programs 
helps to make the profession more selective but once 
accepted, passing the courses is regarded as sufficient 
evidence (in most states) of ability to teach. Maeroff 
calls for a systematic method of evaluating the 
performace of teachers once they get on the job so that 
they may be held accountable for the quality of their 
interaction in the classroom. Kids he says are 
powerless in the drama of education, but players on a 
stage where the adults have all the best parts. Most 
youngsters want desperately to succeed and do not enter 
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grade one intending to Join education's casualty 
11st.75 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS 
Introduction 
After completing a considerable amount of reading 
on the topic of teacher evaluation, and studying the 
ideas offered in a great number of books and articles, 
this researcher came to some conclusions regarding the 
entire process of teacher evaluation. Mainly, that 
evaluation, conducted in a positive atmosphere by 
competent evaluators, can lead to improved instruction. 
Much of the research previously cited bears out that 
conclusion. However, there are some criteria which 
must be met in order for constructive evaluation to 
occur. First, the evaluator must be a fair and 
properly trained educator who goes into the process 
with the purpose of helping teachers to teach more 
effectively, not with the negative purpose of firing or 
reprimanding the less than effective teacher. Next, 
that the relationship between evaluator and evaluatee 
is critical to the entire process. Each must respect 
the other's abilities and work cooperatively in a 
trusting atmosphere conducive to improving 
instructional effectiveness or bringing about change. 
All parties involved must be aware of the overall goals 
of the evaluative process. 
This chapter describes in detail the design of the 
study. A description of the techniques and 
methodologies that were used is given. These methods 
focus on the principles of qualitative research, 
namely, the case study approach, which was used in 
conjunction with a quantitative research technique, the 
survey questionnaire (See Appendices D & E). 
It was important to choose and develop methods for 
conducting research which would be appropriate for the 
setting and the objectives of this case study. 
This study was divided into two distinct 
components. Since this research project involved a 
descriptive study of the interaction between the 
teacher and the evaluator and since it included an 
analysis of teachers7 attitudes and opinions toward 
teacher evaluation, this researcher decide^ to employ 
qualitative methodology. 
A case study was developed from the qualitative 
data which was collected from interviews with nine 
teachers. In addition, the data in the case study is 
enhanced by quantitative data which was obtained 
through the use of the two survey questionnaires which 
were completed by all members of the English and 
Reading departments in the Silver Lake Regional School 
District. This quantitative data, including both 
inferential and descriptive statistics, was used to 
corroborate or refute the qualitative data obtained 
from the interviews. 
The primary purpose of this study, which is both 
qualitative and quantitative, was to investigate and 
analyze the attitudes and opinions of teachers toward 
teacher evaluation in general and toward the specific 
method of teacher evaluation used by the Silver Lake 
Regional School District. The teachers involved were 
the thirty-one members of the English and Reading 
departments employed by the Silver Lake Regional School 
District, in grades seven through twelve. This study 
analyzes the attitudes and opinions of the teachers, 
based on both interviews and survey questionnaires. 
The case study consists of in-depth, face-to-face 
interviews with nine teachers (See Appendix F). Each 
interview was taped and transcribed. Each teacher was 
interviewed at length on two separate occasions. The 
first interview dealt with the teacher's general 
attitudes and opinions regarding the overall concept of 
teacher evaluation. The second interview dealt with 
the teachers' feelings of teacher evaluation used in 
the Silver Lake Regional School District. 
The qualitative data obtained from the in-depth 
interviews are presented in the first section of the 
next chapter. 
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The Surveys 
The study also dealt with a survey questionnaire 
completed by the entire (31) teaching staff of the 
English and Reading departments. Each teacher received 
and completed two questionnaires in which he/she 
responded to statements dealing with the topic of 
teacher evaluation. The first questionnaire consisted 
of sixty-seven statements divided into six distinct 
categories dealing with general attitudes toward all 
aspects of teacher evaluation. The second 
questionnaire consisted of seventeen statements, not 
categorized, dealing with the specific, newly 
implemented method of teacher evaluation used at Silver 
Lake. 
These two survey questionnaires were meant to 
complement and supplement the interviews, which were 
also conducted according to both attitude toward 
teacher evaluation in general and attitude toward the 
specific method of teacher evaluation used at Silver 
Lake. 
The questions in the first survey questionnaire 
were divided into six categories: 
1. General Philosophy Concerning Teacher 
Evaluation—This section allowed teachers to 
respond concerning their feelings about what 
the goals of teacher evaluation are (or should 
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be) and concerning the process of evaluation. 
Attitudinal questions on the effectiveness of 
evaluation, whether or not the visitation 
should be announced and evaluation based on 
student performance on standardized tests were 
included. 
2. Classroom Instruction—Respondents were 
questioned on basic preparation, knowledge and 
presentation of the curriculum, objectives and 
instructional skills. The area of supervision 
is mentioned in conjunction with evaluation. 
3. Interaction with Students—Included were the 
teacher's relationship with the class as a 
whole and with individual students, 
familiarity with pupil's backgrounds and 
problems and extra assistance given to 
students. Essentially, teachers' attitudes 
were questioned on the importance of the 
interaction between the instructor and the 
class. 
4. Effective Communication—This’category 
questioned teachers' feelings on the 
importance of communication between the 
teacher and the evaluator. Peer evaluation 
and mentor teaching was an integral part of 
this section. 
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5. Professional Participation—This section 
attempted to survey attitudes regarding the 
overall professional performance expectations 
in lesson planning and preparation, 
contribution to curriculum development and 
revision and participation in school and 
professional organizations. 
6. Self-Criticism and Analysis—Included here are 
questions on receptivity to employing new 
methodologies, sensitivity to the need for 
program evaluation and evaluating teaching 
results. 
Each question for the survey was carefully chosen 
to reflect attitudes, philosophy, feelings, educational 
goals and the interaction between the teacher and the 
student. Essentially, a significant number of 
statements were included. 
Both the qualitative and the quantitative data are 
important to this study. The quantitative data 
obtained on the survey questions gives exact figures 
and percentages to indicate the opinions and attitudes 
of all respondents toward the questionnaire statements. 
This statistical analysis included both inferential and 
descriptive statistics. A frequency distribution was 
obtained for all statements, and a chi-square analysis 
was also completed for each statement to determine 
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whether there was a significant difference of opinion 
(less than .05) toward teacher evaluation between two 
groups of teachers. For this chi-square analysis, 
teachers were divided into two groups, those who had 
taught less than ten years and those with more than ten 
years experience. Chi-square was calculated both with 
and without Yate's correction. After statistical 
analysis, the results of the survey questionnaires were 
compared with the categories of qualitative data from 
the case study. Particular attention was given to any 
quantitative data that either verified or negated the 
qualitative data. 
The Interviews 
The interview questions were prepared after 
considerable research on the topic of teacher 
evaluation was conducted. Nine teachers indicated 
their willingness to be interviewed about both teacher 
evaluation in general and the "new" Silver Lake 
evaluation system, which was in its third year of 
imp 1ementation. 
Participants in the interview process were not 
selected at random, but rather constituted a 
representative sampling. The purpose of a 
representative sample was to include teachers from both 
departments, from each of three buildings, and male and 
female teachers with varying amounts of classroom 
experience. 
The interview participants ranged from non-tenured 
teachers with less than three years teaching experience 
to veteran teachers with over thirty years experience. 
It was important to this study to interview teachers 
new to the entire process of teacher evaluation as well 
as those who had been evaluated under several 
evaluation systems, both at Silver Lake and in other 
school systems. This allowed for the possibility of 
differing attitudes toward teacher evaluation based on 
age, experience and educational background. 
The nine participants for the interview signed 
forms of release indicating their willingness to be 
part of the interview component of the study. While 
all members of the English and Reading departments were 
willing to complete the anonymous survey, not all were 
willing to participate in the interview process. Three 
teachers indicated that they would not be comfortable 
being interviewed. Some teachers showed no interest in 
the study and thus no real desire to be interviewed, 
while others indicated that, if needed, they would 
participate. 
The nine interviewees were a representative 
sampling of educators, and the number was sufficient 
considering the size of the survey population. 
The Interview participants were assured of 
anonymity and were encouraged to be completely honest 
and candid during the interviews. A schedule was set 
up, and the interview process began. The interviewees 
were all very cooperative and appeared relaxed and 
comfortable during the process. 
Each of the eighteen interviews (two per person) 
was taped with the reassurance that the tapes would be 
heard only by the researcher and that they would be 
erased as soon as possible. While a couple of the 
newer teachers initially seemed a bit nervous at the 
prospect of being taped, they quickly relaxed and 
completed the interview without difficulty. 
Pseudonyms are used in the description of the 
results when the researcher is referring to specific 
individuals. Although there were no comments given 
which would cause anyone professional embarrassment, 
every precaution has been taken to protect the 
participants'' identities. 
Eight of the interview participants were female, 
one was male. (The departments are 90% female.) 
Together they represented a total of one hundred thirty 
years of teaching experience. Six of the teachers had 
taught in other school systems; three had taught only 
at Silver Lake. Their total years of teaching 
experience represented sixty-nine at Silver Lake and 
sixty-one in other school systems. Their years of 
teaching experience ranged from two to thirty-six. 
Seven of the interview participants had been evaluated 
using both the newly implemented teacher evaluation 
instrument and the previous check-list instrument used 
at Si 1ver Lake. 
The pseudonyms used are initials, arrived at as a 
result of careful coding, according to a formula 
developed by the researcher. 
Each teacher was interviewed at length two times. 
During the first interview, each teacher responded to 
ten questions concerning his or her attitude and 
opinion toward teacher evaluation in general. In the 
second interview, the same teachers were asked to 
respond to eleven questions dealing with their opinions 
of the current method of teacher evaluation used in the 
Silver Lake Regional School District. 
The Research Questions 
In this chapter, the researcher has described the 
design of the study, consisting of a case study, and 
the development, administration and analysis of two 
survey questionnaires. The entire study was designed 
to answer the research questions proposed in Chapter I. 
These research questions were: 
What are the attitudes and opinions of 
teachers concerning: 
a. Teacher evaluation in general. 
b. The specific method of teacher evaluation 
used in the Silver Lake Regional School 
District. 
2. Is there a significant difference of opinion 
concerning teacher evaluation between veteran 
teachers (more than ten years experience) and 
newer teachers (fewer than ten years 
experience)? 
3. Can effective teacher evaluation improve the 
instructional effectiveness of teachers? 
4. Can the use of a pre and post conference 
enhance communication between the evaluator 
and the teacher, thus leading to improved 
instruction? 
5. Is the new evaluation system used at Silver 
Lake a more effective process then the 
previous method used? 
The study involved a combination of qualitative 
and quantitative methodologies. These techniques 
served to provide this researcher with two different, 
yet compatible sources of information from teachers on 
the topic of teacher evaluation. Based upon the 
results of a careful analysis of this data, this 
researcher was able to arrive at some conclusions 
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regarding the attitudes and opinions of teachers toward 
teacher evaluation. 
The results of the interviews and the survey 
questionnaires will be presented and described in 
detail in Chapter IV. The information collected for 
the case study, obtained from two in-depth interviews 
with nine teachers, will be presented first. This will 
be followed by a description of the results of the 
survey questionnaire, including tables based upon the 
results of a frequency distribution analysis. A 
chi-square was calculated for every statement. 
However, the results of the chi-square analysis are 
given for only those statements in which there was a 
significant difference in response between the two 
groups of teachers. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
The primary purpose of this study, which is both 
qualitative and quantitative, was to investigate and 
analyze the attitudes and opinions of teachers toward 
teacher evaluation in general and toward the specific 
method of teacher evaluation used by the Silver Lake 
Regional School District. 
The qualitative data obtained from the in-depth 
interviews is presented in the first section of this 
chapter. In the second section of this chapter, the 
results of the survey questionnaires are given. 
The purpose of the survey questionnaires, which 
were administered to all members of the English and 
Reading departments at Silver Lake, was to substantiate 
or refute conclusions formed from the qualitative data 
on the case study. 
The survey was analyzed using both descriptive and 
inferential statistics. The descriptive statistics 
include an analysis of frequency distribution, 
specifically, how many people agreed or disagreed with 
each statement. This descriptive analysis is presented 
in tables, according to category in this chapter. An 
explanation and analysis of the responses of the 
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respondents to the questions Is given In order to 
assess the overall attitude of the target group toward 
the statement concerning teacher evaluation. 
Inferential statistics were also obtained for the 
survey questionnaires. A Chi Square analysis of each 
question was completed in order to determine the 
statistical significance of the results. For the Chi 
Square analysis, respondents were divided into two 
groups, those with one to ten years teaching experience 
and those with more than ten years experience. The 
purpose of the Chi Square analysis was to determine 
whether there was a significant difference in attitudes 
and opinions toward teacher evaluation between these 
two groups of teachers. The results of the chi-square 
analysis will be presented in tables for only those 
statements in which there was a significant difference 
(less than .05) in response by the two groups. 
Interview #1 
During the first interview, each teacher was asked 
to respond to ten questions dealing with his/her 
impressions, attitudes and opinions toward teacher 
evaluation in general. The results of the first set of 
interviews are discussed by question in this section of 
the chapter. 
QussUqp ftl.t_Ace you in favor of teacher evaluation? 
All nine teachers responded in the affirmative. 
Three of these were extremely emphatic in their 
response and used the term "definitely." Some reasons 
given for the positive response were that it is a way 
for kids to get equal opportunity in the classroom, 
that it is beneficial to have an outside set of eyes, 
that it provides for teacher growth, and that it gives 
the evaluator a chance to say a teacher is doing a 
great job or to offer specific suggestions. Other 
comments indicated that teachers need to be held 
accountable for what they do, that staff members need 
to be monitored, and that teacher evaluation provides a 
way of determining if teachers are accomplishing 
certain aspects of the curriculum. 
A.T., a veteran teacher, suggested peer 
observation as a means of having another set of eyes to 
help improve teaching. V.E., an experienced teacher 
who was new to Silver Lake, commented that she did not 
dismiss self-evaluation as a type of evaluation. 
Question #2: How do vou feel about teacher 
evaluation? 
Six of the teachers responded positively to this 
question, although several indicated that they became 
nervous at the prospect of a formal evaluation. One 
veteran teacher who was new to Silver Lake, (O.M.) 
discussed the positive need for outside people to 
evaluate in order for the classroom teacher to grow. 
This same teacher indicated that she enjoyed sharing 
what she was doing in her lessons with an evaluator and 
she felt that unannounced visits were also important. 
V.E., also a veteran teacher new to Silver Lake, 
indicated that evaluation helped her to become a better 
teacher and although it is not personally threatening 
to her, she felt that it was to some of her colleagues. 
I.G., an older teacher who entered the profession late, 
was bothered by having another adult in the room in the 
sense that she might not joke with her students or may 
hold back because she was self-conscious. 
A.T., a teacher with ten years of experience in 
three different school systems, explained that she was 
not fond of any systems she had been evaluated under 
and she resented being "graded." R.L. said that an 
evaluation was "one drop in a bucket," and the 
evaluator couldn't be familiar with all events that had 
been going on in a classroom. She felt that a spot 
check was not really a valid assessment of a teacher or 
of a series of interrelated lessons. I.R., the most 
veteran teacher of the group and a former evaluator, 
felt that evaluation was "a necessary evil" and needed 
to be done with caution. 
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Question #3: Do vou believe that teacher evaluation can 
improve instruction? Why? Whv not? 
This question was answered in the affirmative by 
the entire group, but included several qualifications 
and explanations. O.M. and O.F. both answered, 
“Definitely," because it involves having an experienced 
person who has taught in the field giving advice on 
ways to improve. This causes introspection on the part 
of the teacher. I.R. felt that teacher evaluation 
could improve instruction if the teacher and the 
evaluator discussed the lesson. One teacher (T.C.) 
offered that it had absolutely helped him improve and 
that he tries to apply suggestions made by evaluators. 
A.T. explained that it had improved her instruction 
because the pressure of being evaluated made her think 
through what she was doing in class and to anticipate 
possible suggestions. Two individuals (R.L. and I.G.) 
offered that evaluation gives recommendations to be 
incorporated into teaching and gives new ideas for 
implementation. D.E., with seven years experience, 
explained that it can be effective if the evaluator 
takes an interest and notices appropriate transitions 
and other aspects of the lesson. V.E. also felt that 
much of the success of the entire process rested upon 
the evaluator's presentation of the suggestions. The 
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teacher, according to V.E., needs to be open and 
receptive to comments made by the evaluator. 
Question #4:_What are the positive aspects of teacher 
evaluation.? 
Teachers presented a variety of interesting 
comments on the positive aspects of teacher evaluation. 
Some felt that the process was supportive and provided 
for close contact and better communication with the 
evaluator. Two teachers felt that evaluation provided 
"stroking" and by getting commendations, the classroom 
teacher was receiving positive reinforcement. R.L., a 
non-tenured teacher, offered that it was important for 
the supervisor to know what was happening in the 
classroom. O.F. felt that constructive criticism 
improved teaching and therefore, learning and all 
teachers, no matter how experienced, could benefit from 
effective teacher evaluation. D.E. indicated that 
evaluation prevented "routine" performance and forced 
the teacher to consider instructional techniques and 
methodology. I.G. felt that in addition to giving 
teacher new ideas, it "kept them on their toes." One 
individual (A.T.) indicated that evaluation helped kids 
to get an equitable education by improving teachers who 
are weak and getting rid of teachers who are not doing 
what they need to do. 
96 
Question # 5:_What are the negative aspects of 
teacher evaluation? 
Responses to this question ranged from three 
teachers who didn't see any negative aspects of 
evaluation to another who felt it destroyed her self 
confidence because she perceived herself as inferior to 
the evaluator. Several people indicated that students 
reacted negatively and seemed almost offended that 
their teacher was being graded. Two expressed the 
concern that an evaluation is a "snapshot" or a spot 
check and may not be totally reflective of the day to 
day operation of the class. Three teachers indicated 
that there were no negative aspects of the evaluation 
process although one admitted that he became nervous 
when the evaluator actually entered the classroom to 
evaluate the lesson. O.M. commented that evaluation 
has been good for her, especially as a newer teacher, 
since it provided several recommendations to make her a 
better teacher. I.G. and D.e. felt that if the 
evaluator came on a bad day or evaluated a bad class, 
the resulting evaluation might be affected negatively 
or be "lower than usual." A.T., who in the previous 
question indicated that evaluation could be used to 
"get rid" of poor teachers, explained that evaluation 
promoted division among the faculty and was insulting 
if not done correctly. She was also concerned that if 
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a new evaluator was assigned and the rating went down 
that this caused teachers to be "demoralized." V.E. 
expressed the concern that evaluation made teachers 
depressed because it undermined their self-confidence 
and this affected overall performance. 
Question #6:_In vour opinion, what things could an 
evaluator do to make teacher evaluation more effective? 
All nine teachers had opinions and four suggested 
the use of the pre and post-conference as an 
enhancement to provide for a more effective evaluation 
process. I.R., the most veteran teacher and former 
evaluator, indicated that it would be much more 
effective to talk with the teacher before the lesson to 
understand what the teacher was trying to accomplish 
and to follow the lesson with a discussion filled with 
positive reinforcement. O.M., an experienced teacher 
but new to Silver Lake, suggested that evaluators do 
some demonstration teaching to show the teacher what 
he/she is looking for in a lesson. This, she felt was 
especially important for new teachers or first year 
teachers who were unsure of methods of presentation. 
O.F. felt that the evaluation process would be enhanced 
by having the evaluator visit (unannounced) several 
classes on different occasions throughout the year. 
A.T. opined that an MBO (management by objective) 
approach would help, especially if the objectives were 
mutually agreed upon early in the academic year and 
evaluated during several lessons. V.E. asked about the 
possibility of peer evaluation or at least peer 
observation to remove the "evaluation from above" 
concept which, according to her, was felt by many. 
Qu.es.tlon. ff?♦_What do you see as the primary goal of 
teacher evaluation? 
The entire group interviewed gave as the primary 
goal of teacher evaluation the improvement of 
instruction. Further discussion added comments 
including teacher effectiveness in the classroom and 
support for teachers by administration. R.L. offered 
that evaluation allowed the supervisor to get a feel 
for what was occurring in classes and T.C. felt that 
evaluation could help to control staff and insure that 
everyone was adhering to the appropriate curriculum. 
Some teachers expounded on the original question and 
offered that evaluation could also be used to eliminate 
the "dead wood," to punish teachers or to keep people 
in line. 
Question #8: How frequently should teacher.s_.be. 
evaluated? 
The answers to this question could be easily 
categorized into two areas: 
1. Those who responded with a specific number of 
times for teachers to be evaluated. 
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2. Those who indicated that evaluation should be 
ongoing and conducted as "often as needs be" 
for the evaluator to understand what is going 
on. 
Two of the respondents answered that the evaluator 
should conduct visitations depending upon the success 
or effectiveness of previous evaluations. Two other 
teachers (both non-tenure) explained that evaluators 
should try to visit newer teachers more often to make 
suggestions, to offer encouragement and to provide 
positive feedback to reassure the new teacher. 
Question #9: Should administrators have an option to 
evaluate teachers as opposed to a requirement? 
Teachers expressed differing opinions on this 
question and the comments were interesting. Six of the 
nine interviewed answered, "No," and offered a variety 
of reasons. R.L. wanted all teachers to be treated 
equally and D.E. agreed, citing the possibility of 
potential problems from favoritism. Two teachers felt 
that this option could eventually prove to be "unfair" 
and another specified that the evaluator needed to 
continually be aware of what was happening in classes. 
Of the three positive responses (one "yes" and two 
"absolutely") I.R. said that the option would allow 
administrators to help teachers who needed assistance 
and to stay away if assistance was not required. T.C. 
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and O.F., who answered "absolutely" to the option, 
explained that the evaluation of a "known quantity" may 
not be productive and the evaluator could visit 
informally, thereby becoming Involved in the lesson and 
not concerned with "writing it up." 
Qy.estl.QJl..JIQj_Do vou have anv other feelings, comments 
or statements regarding teacher evaluation? 
Responses to this question provided for 
interesting comparisons. D.E. felt that evaluation was 
a good idea but there are more effective ways to go 
about it than the present system. V.E. and T.C. both 
indicated that evaluation was helpful and most teachers 
felt "okay" about the concept and the process. R.L. 
saw evaluation as a "necessary evil" that made people 
nervous and I.G. implied that the written evaluation 
was document for decision making. A.T. became angry 
and said that evaluating teachers was a mistake and she 
resented the whole process especially because the 
evaluators were not teaching at all. She explained 
that although teachers could rebut an evaluation, that 
teachers could not evaluate (administrators) in return. 
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Interview #2 
Question #1:_Are there instances where teacher 
evaluation has helped vou improve vour instruction? 
Examples? 
Seven of the nine teachers interviewed answered in 
the affirmative and were able to give several specific 
examples-of suggestions and recommendations which had 
proven helpful to the improvement of instructional 
methodology. O.M. explained that some aspects of each 
evaluation had helped her as she incorporated 
suggestions into her lessons; she felt it allowed her 
to build a solid foundation. Other teachers gave even 
more specific examples of ideas presented by evaluators 
such as a new method to teach possessives or how to be 
more effective with basic level classes. T.C. felt 
that curriculum coordinators provided more and better 
examples than building level administrators because 
they were content area experts. I.G. cited an example 
where a building level administrator gave excellent 
suggestions of methods to deal with two students who 
were disrupting her class. She felt that improving the 
behavior patterns of these two students <a boy and a 
girl) allowed her to improve instruction for the class 
as a whole. A.T. commented that good evaluations by 
administrators were "a pat on the back," but her best 
feedback regarding her effectiveness came from students 
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or from asking colleagues to sit in her class 
informally. V.E. explained that she had been 
encouraged to review the previous lesson at the 
beginning of the class, connect it to the present 
lesson, and provide a preview of coming attractions at 
the end of the lesson. She found this suggestion 
helpful. One teacher, R.L., remembered that she had 
been helped on several occasions but couldn't think of 
specific examples at the moment. I.R., the senior 
member of the staff, felt that the question was hard to 
answer because no one had ever evaluated her in her 
"formative stages." She had received her first formal 
evaluation only seven years ago and found it as a 
valuable reinforcement to have another pair of eyes at 
the back of the room. 
Question #2:_Have vou implemented specific 
suggestions made to vou in evaluations?_C$n you g.i.ve 
specific examples? 
As in question one, all teachers answered in the 
affirmative and several offered specific examples. 
Others indicated that they had given their specific 
examples in answers to the previous question. T.C. 
expressed his commitment to teaching and encouraged 
constructive criticism <"I/m concerned about what I do 
and how I do it.") D.E. continually lost track of time 
during her first year of teaching. She felt that a 
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suggestion about re-posltlonlng the class clock to the 
back of the room helped her to bring the lesson to a 
natural conclusion in a more effective and consistent 
manner. R.L. cited the opening and closing suggestion 
(itinerary...recapitulation) and O.M. felt that several 
suggested settling activities such as "analogy of the 
day" or a journal activity provided her with a way to 
make full use of instructional time by beginning the 
lesson immediately at the bell. O.F. explained that 
planning lessons by beginning with a series of 
objectives had proved to be an excellent method for her 
and had become a habit and every objective had an 
education reason behind its use. I.R. (somewhat 
sheepishly) explained that she wasn't at all pleased 
with a suggestion made by this researcher (and was in 
fact quite angry) about a more effective way to plan a 
lesson. She indicated that having thought about it 
rationally for a few days, she realized that it "made 
sense." 
Question #3: What advantages do vou see in our 
current evaluation process as compared to the previous 
system? Are there disadvantages? 
All nine of the teachers interviewed listed 
advantages to the current evaluation process while only 
four individuals listed any disadvantages to the 
system, currently in its third year. Some of the 
advantages listed were extremely positive, especially 
when teachers compared new versus old. Two teachers 
not evaluated under the old system (I.G. and R.L.) 
felt that the pre-conference allows the teacher to 
"frame" the lesson in the context of the unit and 
forces them to think what specific purpose they are 
trying to achieve and how they will go about that task. 
V.E. finds the narrative helpful and enjoys seeing how 
the script-taping keeps a "running commentary" and 
allows her to "see" what she has done. O.F. who was 
used to the checklist approach feels that the newer 
system is excellent because the evaluator is more 
involved in the lesson. O.M. agreed with her colleague 
that the write-up allows the teacher to follow the 
progression of the lesson and this aspect is helpful 
and professional. I.R. explained that the new system 
opens lines of communication and the evaluator enters 
the lesson with an idea what the teacher is trying to 
accomplish. D.E. found the newer system more personal 
and said that specific examples of what the teacher 
said certainly back up the suggestion and 
recommendations offered by the evaluator. T.C. was 
most Impressed with the effectiveness of the pre and 
post-conference and stated that the written format was 
significantly more appropriate than the "old 
checklist." A.T. appreciated the narrative comments 
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and felt that both evaluator and evaluatee had to 
better understand the lesson before it even occurred. 
The disadvantages listed centered upon evaluators 
who held a pre-conference and didn't visit within the 
agreed upon time (usually one week). T.C. felt that 
the process was a serious time commitment for the 
administrators but was Indeed a more valuable 
evaluation procedure for the staff. One teacher 
expressed the belief that some teachers will always 
dread evaluation. A.T. stated that the process is time 
consuming for evaluators and she objects to the summary 
statement which categorizes teachers (outstanding, 
effective, satisfactory, unsatisfactory) based upon a 
"one-shot" evaluation. 
Question #4*_What aspects of our current evaluation 
process are of greatest value to vou?_Why? 
All nine individuals had positive comments for 
this question. R.L. indicated that the pre-conference 
removed the anxiety often associated with evaluation, 
while I.G. felt that being appreciated and being told 
that she was "doing a good job" was important to her. 
Four teachers felt that the recommendations were very 
important to them since they contained actual 
suggestions for improvement. Three individuals cited 
the post-conference as being critical to the process 
since it allowed the teacher to "talk about what 
happened" with the evaluator and possible flaws in the 
lesson could be identified and corrected. T.C. added 
that the post-conference provided an opportunity to 
identify what "worked" in the lesson. A.T. expressed 
relief that the current evaluation system was based on 
her performance not on student performance on 
standardized testing as was the case in the town in 
which she previously taught. D.E. was the only teache 
who felt that the summative evaluation was of greatest 
value to her because it gives an "overview of the 
entire year." 
Question 35-_What are vour thoughts about peer 
ay.al.uaU on? 
Six teachers indicated the positive interest in 
the least trying a peer evaluation program. I.R. the 
veteran teacher of thirty-six years would welcome it 
and commented that she felt several of her colleagues 
would be more reluctant to evaluate than to be 
evaluated. V.E. prefers it to any other method but 
argues that peer evaluation is "still a grade" on 
teacher performance. A.T. believes peer evaluation 
helps the teacher to see alternate methods but it 
shouldn't be mandatory. O.F. would like to try it if 
she could choose the evaluator since some teachers 
"definitely should not be a peer evaluator." 1.6. 
thought peer evaluation was a good idea and although 
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scary to some, it could provide excellent help from a 
colleague teaching the same grade and level. D.E. 
thought it might need stringent guidelines but would be 
especially helpful for new teachers. D.E. also was the 
only teacher interviewed who indicated that she was 
familiar with research on peer evaluation. O.M. also 
thought it was a great idea and although not 
threatened, she would be nervous about people coming 
into her class to evaluate her lesson. 
R.L. was the most negative about the concept and 
practice of peer evaluation and explained that she 
doesn't want "formal peer evaluation" and sees "no 
value in this since peers always evaluate you in their 
mind." T.C. explained that he had never considered 
peer evaluation and he would welcome the chance to 
"observe not evaluate." He also indicated that he felt 
that "teachers may be too egotistical to accept 
criticism from peers but don't seem to mind it as much 
from administrators." 
Question #6: What are vour feelings regarding pre and 
post conferences? Are they helpful? Why or whv not? 
Every teacher indicated, many emphatically, that 
the pre and post-conferences were very useful and 
helped to improve their teaching performance. The pre 
and post-conferences are an integral component of the 
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new evaluation system at Silver Lake and teachers had 
not experienced this concept before. 
Some of the opinions cited by the teachers 
regarding the pre-conference focused upon the fact that 
the pre-conference allowed the teacher to have 
confidence in the fact that the evaluator "knows where 
the lesson is headed" and can see the "progression of 
the academic unit." O.F. agreed with this statement 
regarding the "unit" and felt that "communication was 
enhanced" and the evaluator developed a "sense of what 
the teacher was trying to do." O.M. and A.T. both 
commented upon sharing lesson objectives with the 
evaluator and I.G. concurred with this comment. 
The comments regarding post-conference were 
equally positive. V.E. felt that the script-taping 
performed by evaluators helped "things come back to me" 
and I.G. echoed this idea because she likes to discuss 
"what happened." A.F. indicated that the 
post-conference provided an opportunity to explain what 
she was trying to accomplish and make the evaluator 
aware of the "previous lesson and the coming lesson." 
She also felt that because of the pre and 
post-conferences, communication existed now that had 
"not happened before." I.G. especially liked being 
told what happened in the lesson and appreciated the 
personal contact of the post-conference as opposed to a 
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"piece of paper." A.T. Indicted that occasionally a 
post-conference was a bit hurried and the evaluator 
seemed to be "hurrying...just going through the 
motions." T.C. offered that the entire system was 
"great" and "absolutely helpful" although it "takes 
more time for teachers but an incredible amount of time 
for evaluators." 
Question #7:_Which are more important, formative or 
summative evaluations? 
Six teachers indicated that the formative 
evaluation was more important, two opted for the 
summative and one felt that the formative was more 
important to the teacher while the summative was more 
important to the evaluator. 
The teachers who chose the formative cited a 
variety of reasons but many preferred its specificity 
to the actual classroom lesson. T.C. enjoyed the 
immediate feedback and the concept that the "formative 
reflected the lesson." R.L. felt that the formative 
was more specific and O.M. said it "measured growth and 
is progressive." O.F. talked of the formative as a 
"daily process and that's what it's all about, day to 
day." I.R. explained that what/s happening in class is 
far more important because it shows the "nitty-gritty" 
of teaching. 
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D.E. indicated that of the two, the summative was 
more important since it "gives the whole picture." 
A.T. agreed stating that the summative commented on a 
"teacher's overall performance as a professional 
educator." I.R. felt that the summative assessed total 
impact and T.C. agreed with this. In addition, T.C. 
saw the summative as a document to be used in "decision 
making" for re-hiring or for the granting of tenure. 
I.G. was not sure of the value of the summative except 
as a "letter for the file." O.F. who felt that the 
formative was more important, did see value in the 
summative as "the applause at the end of a 
performance." 
Question #8: What do you see as positive aspects of 
the summative evaluation? 
Essentially all teachers but one responded that 
the summative evaluation was a positive experience and 
was beneficial to the teacher. Different reasons were 
cited. Three teachers actually used the term "pat on 
the back." I.R. expressed that the summative 
"recognized the teacher/s extra effort," and O.F. 
agreed that it showed the teacher/s "overall affect on 
kids7 education." D.E. saw the summative as a way of 
complimenting teachers on all aspects of their 
performance, including "preparation, delivery and 
mundane building chores." O.M. allowed that the 
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summatlve Is especially Important for new teachers 
since it allows them to "see personal growth." A.T. 
liked the summative because in addition to being 
positive and providing good recognition, there is "no 
checklist like the formative which rates a teacher." 
R.L. cited as a valuable tangential activity, the 
opportunity to meet with the primary evaluator 
(curriculum coordinator) and the secondary evaluator 
(principal, assistant principal) to discuss progress 
and share concerns. 
I.G. was not negative about the summative process 
but was "not sure of its value" in the whole evaluation 
process . 
Question #9: Do you feel that the current method of 
teacher eyeluetion 1? mQrja-sygggastvtl in improving 
instruction than other methods vou have encountered? 
Be specific. 
Eight teachers answered "yes," one of these with a 
"definitely." The only teacher who did not respond in 
the affirmative was a new teacher who had been 
evaluated only under the present system and had no 
means of comparison. O.M. definitely prefers the 
current system to her previous school's system where 
the principal "showed up at the beginning and at the 
end of each year and gave a very general evaluation." 
She appreciates the specific suggestions provided by 
"curriculum coordinators who are content area experts." 
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O.F., simply said, "It's excellent because it's 
specific, it's successful and it's effective." I.G. 
likes the system but would prefer more informal 
evaluation. T.C. felt that the "system can greatly 
help poorer teachers and we owe them a chance to 
improve." A.T. feels that this system is superior to 
the previous rating system but "we have a ways to go." 
Both V.E. and R.L. indicated that communication was 
enhanced significantly and that it fostered "dialogue 
between the teacher and evaluator which extended beyond 
the lesson." I.R. enjoyed the "immediate feedback" and 
the concept that "if problems occur and result in two 
unsatisfactories (one by each of the two evaluators in 
the same academic year), there are procedures to follow 
to help the teacher." 
Question #10: Have vour feelings about teacher 
evaluation changed since the new evaluation system has 
been implemented at Silver Lake?_Why .or..why not? 
Several interesting responses were given to this 
question. V.E. likes the new system although she 
admits to being nervous and A.T. has not changed her 
feelings or philosophy about the negative aspects of 
teacher evaluation in general. She does, however, 
admit, "I've changed a bit," and explained that the 
"summative is more respectable." O.M. and I.G. 
although not teaching at Silver Lake under the old 
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system, were familiar with the checklist. Both felt 
that the new system was more appropriate and fostered 
the open communication "so necessary between teachers 
and evaluators." R.L. was more comfortable with the 
new process and saw it as a "real attempt to find out 
what actually goes on in a class." D.E. saw the new 
instrument as more personal and preferable to the 
"ranking system" in the old process. O.F. liked the 
system but felt that evaluators were put under 
tremendous pressure to "complete them by a certain 
date." I.R. was extremely positive about the new 
system and indicated it was a "much better experience 
for everybody." T.C. felt the communication was " a 
much more significant component of our new system," and 
resulted in evaluations of "much better quality." He 
cited the fact that as a first year teacher, he was 
evaluated twenty-one (21) times and given "twenty-one 
pieces of paper which were meaningless." He also felt 
that his colleagues were "pleased with the new process" 
or "at the very least, content." 
Question #11: Do you have anv comments or guest ions on 
anv aspect of teacher evaluation? 
The responses to this question all began with a 
"no" yet all but one individual added comments to their 
answer. D.E. wanted to know what is done about 
evaluation in other schools and I.G. wondered who saw 
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them besides the principal? A.T. wished that she had 
an opportunity to "evaluate the evaluators" and V.E. 
suggested self-evaluation through the use of a video 
tape of the lesson. O.F. explained that some teachers 
still object to evaluation of any kind and I.R. 
questioned the frequency of evaluation (two times per 
year) for tenured staff who were "doing a good job." 
She felt that more time should be spent helping the 
"rookies" who needed "guidance and reassurance." O.M. 
was supportive of the current method because it was the 
"most productive" and supportive since she was 
confident in "the ability of the evaluators." She 
said, "It challenges me to be a better teacher." T.C. 
offered that the "clarity of our process is what people 
like." He explained that people have an opportunity to 
discuss what "will occur and what has occurred" and to 
rebut the evaluators comments on the same document. 
His concluding statement was, "Anything that increases 
communication is valuable and that's how it is here at 
Si 1ver Lake." 
The Survey 
The purpose of the survey was to collect data on 
the subject of teacher evaluation from the thirty-one 
(31) members of the English and Reading departments of 
the Silver Lake Regional School District. The data 
115 
received helped to corroborate the research 
propositions, and was supplemented and complemented by 
the interviews. 
There were two separate surveys given to the same 
population. The first survey dealt with teacher 
evaluation in general, while the second dealt with the 
specific method of teacher evaluation used in the 
Silver Lake Regional School District. 
The survey questionnaires, accompanied by a cover 
letter, were distributed to each teacher in the English 
and Reading departments, at three different buildings. 
All teachers completed and returned the survey 
questionnaires. Many questionnaires were returned 
within several days, and all were returned within two 
weeks. This researcher was pleased at the one hundred 
percent return rate. 
The survey data will be presented in this section 
of the study. 
In the first questionnaire, the sixty-seven 
statements were divided into six categories. Tables 
have been created to report the results of all the 
questions in each category. The statistical analysis 
of this data includes the computation of the 
frequencies and percentages of the responses for items 
in the questionnaire. 
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In the second questionnaire, the seventeen 
statements all dealt with the new Silver Lake 
evaluation system. One table has been created to 
report the results of this survey. A statistical 
analysis of this data is included. 
Chi-square was also utilized to compare the 
responses of the participants on all questions. This 
statistical analysis enabled the researcher to 
determine whether there was a significant difference in 
the responses of the participants. Chi-square was 
calculated twice, with and without Yate/s correction. 
The chi-square analysis, although calculated for all 
questions, is included for only those question which 
indicated a significant difference (.05) in response. 
As shown in Table 1, the results of question eight 
on this first category of the survey indicate that just 
over eighty percent (80.6%) of the teachers felt that 
teaching can be improved by evaluation. Based on the 
results of question four, over sixty percent (61.3%) 
felt that class visitation should be announced before 
every visit. Responses to statement nine indicate that 
about eighty-four percent (83.8%) of the teachers 
surveyed felt that a poor evaluation results in poor 
teacher morale. 
As indicated by the responses to statement number 
thirteen, over fifty percent (54.9%) disagreed that 
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personality should be included in teacher evaluation, 
and four teachers chose not to respond to this 
statement. The results of number fourteen show that 
over fifty percent (51.6%) disagreed that proper dress 
should be considered as part of the evaluation. 
Another statement about which teachers felt strongly, 
statement number eighteen, involved whether teachers 
should be evaluated based on the performance of their 
students on standardized tests. Almost ninety-eight 
percent (97.7%) disagreed with this statement and of 
these, sixty-eight (67.7%) strongly disagreed. As 
indicated by the responses to statement number fifteen, 
the majority of teachers (74.2%) did feel that 
appraisal of all teachers should be made at least once 
a year by the supervisor. Opinions varied on the topic 
of peer evaluation, statement number three. Over one 
third (35.5%) felt that peer evaluation should be a 
requirement for non-tenured staff, while Just over 
sixty percent (61.3%) felt it should not be. 
Table 1 also shows that over half (58.1%) of the 
teachers surveyed agreed with statement number sixteen, 
that evaluators tend to rate teachers lower in many 
areas if they perceive a problem in one area (the 
reverse halo effect). Five teachers (16%) chose not to 
answer this question, which may indicate an "undecided" 
opinion. 
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Overall, there were teachers who did not respond 
to eleven of the eighteen statements. Missing 
responses for each statement ranged from one on six of 
the statements to five on statement number sixteen. 
As indicated in Table 2, all teachers who 
responded to statement number twenty-one, "The 
evaluator should try to see the teacher in a more or 
less typical performance," agreed with it. Some other 
statements with which the majority of teachers agreed 
were: 
Statement number twenty-two: The length of a 
classroom evaluation should be determined by 
the purpose of visitation. (87.1% agreed) 
Statement number twenty-three: The 
supervisor should see a unified activity or 
planned lesson from initiation to conclusion. 
(80.6% agreed) 
Statement number twenty-six: Supervision is 
directed toward the improvement of learning 
and teaching. (77.4% agreed) 
Statement number twenty-seven: The evaluator 
strives for instructional improvement. 
(61.3% agreed) 
Statement number twenty-nine: Teachers 
should be evaluated on total performance. 
(64.5% agreed) 
Statement number thirty-two: Teachers' 
evaluations should reflect their use of 
various teaching techniques to meet the need 
of their students. (90.3% agreed) 
The statements with which the majority of teachers 
disagreed were: 
Statement number twenty: Evaluation should 
be based on an area of difficulty which the 
supervisor 
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and the teacher have agreed needs 
improvement. <74.2%) 
Statement number thirty-one: Teachers should 
be evaluated based on adherence to a 
published curriculum guide. (64.5%) 
Teachers/ opinions were split on statements which 
f o1 low: 
Statement number nineteen: The purpose of 
observation is to study the learning-teaching 
process. <54.9% agreed; 45.2% disagreed.) 
Statement number twenty-four: Classroom 
visitation will reveal evidence of improved 
instruction. <45.2% agreed; 48.4% disagreed) 
Statement number twenty-five: Teachers 
should plan objectives with the supervisor 
and performance level should be based upon 
completion of the objectives. <51.6% agreed; 
42% disagreed) 
Statement number thirty: Teachers should be 
evaluated on the amount and quality of the 
curriculum that is presented to the students. 
<41.9% agreed; 51.6% disagreed) 
In this category, there were missing responses to 
all but two <2) statements. The number of teachers who 
chose not to respond to statements ranged from one <1) 
on statements twenty-two <22) and twenty-three <23), to 
five <5) on statement twenty-nine <29). 
The majority of teachers surveyed <71%) agreed 
with statement thirty-four, that "Supervisors must 
analyze the teacher's performance mainly as it 
influences the learning of students." Most <71 %) also 
agreed that, as statement number thirty-five indicates, 
"The teacher should allow for periodic student 
evaluation." Teachers generally agreed with statement 
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number thirty-six, that "Overall class environment 
should be a major consideration in a teacher's 
evaluation," (77.4% agreed). 
Two other statements with which the majority of 
teachers agreed were statement thirty-nine, "A 
teacher's relationship with students should be part of 
a teacher's evaluation," (83.9% agreed) and statement 
forty-one, "Student achievement is greatly influenced 
by the relationship between the teacher and the class," 
(74.2% agreed). The majority of teachers disagreed 
with only two statements in this category. They 
disagreed that, as statement thirty-eight indicates, 
"Evaluation should reflect the amount of student 
participation in the class," (67.7% disagreed). Every 
teacher who responded (87.1%) to statement number 
forty, "Teachers should be evaluated solely on the 
teaching performance and not on their relationship with 
students," disagreed with this statement. Four (4) 
teachers (12.9%) did not respond to this statement. 
Table 3 also demonstrates that opinions were 
fairly evenly split on two of the statements. About 
forty-eight percent (48.4%) agreed with statement 
number thirty-three, "Classroom observation should be 
more directly concerned with the learning of the 
students than the performance of the teacher." About 
forty-two percent (41.9%) disagreed with this 
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statement. Over thirty-five percent 05.5%) agreed 
with statement thirty-seven, "Poor class control should 
result in a poor evaluation;" over forty-five percent 
(45.2%) disagreed with this statement. 
In this category as in the previous two 
categories, there were a significant number of missing 
responses. A number of teachers ranging from one to 
six failed to respond to every statement. 
Table 4 illustrates teachers showed strong 
positive feelings in their responses regarding the use 
of pre and post-conferences for an evaluation 
visitation. Just over seventy-four percent (74.2%) of 
teachers agreed with statement forty-two that there 
should be a pre-conference and nearly eighty-four 
percent (83.9%) of teachers agreed with statement 
forty-three that a post-conference should follow an 
evaluation. Over eighty-three percent (83.8%) of 
teachers indicated agreement with statement forty-four, 
that individual conferences between the teacher and the 
evaluator provide the most productive settings for 
supervisory work. Responses to statement forty-five 
showed that most teachers (90.3%) indicated that 
informal talks between the teacher and the supervisor 
were necessary, yet the opinion was split on statement 
forty-six, as to whether or not, "Teachers who 
initiated a conference for a problem may be perceived 
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as weak." Almost half (48.4%) of the teachers agreed, 
and the same percentage (48.4%) disagreed. One teacher 
chose not to answer this question. 
Over two-thirds (67.8%) of teachers agreed with 
statement forty-seven that new teachers should be 
"associate teachers" working under a mentorship program 
and a similar percentage (64.5%) agreed with statement 
forty-eight that "associate teachers" should be 
formally reviewed after two years based upon testimony 
of the mentor, written record, testimony of other 
school personnel and success in the classroom. Over 
half (54.9%) the staff agreed with statement forty-nine 
that an "associate teacher" continuously assessed and 
counseled by senior teachers should be "screened out" 
if his/her performance was inadequate. It is 
significant to note that over thirty-eight percent 
(38.7%) did not agree with this statement. 
Table 4 indicates the responses to statement 
fifty; almost fifty-five percent (54.8%) disagreed that 
they should be evaluated by colleagues who had been 
themselves judged as outstanding (38.7% agreed). Based 
on the responses to statement fifty-one, just over six 
percent (6.5%) of teachers felt that post conferences 
lead to hostility and misunderstanding but over 
eighty-seven percent (87.1%) disagreed. Over ninety 
percent (90.3%) of teachers disagreed with statement 
132 
number fifty-two that, "Teachers'' evaluations should 
reflect their relationships with administrators." Only 
one teachers (3.2%) agreed with this statement and two 
teachers (6.5%) chose not to answer this statement. 
Table 5 clearly indicates that less than ten 
percent (9.7%) of teachers agreed with statement 
fifty-eight that evaluation should be based on a 
collegial relationship while eighty-seven percent 
(87.0%) disagreed. Responses to statement fifty-seven 
indicated that over half (51.6%) of those who answered 
disagreed that "Teachers should be expected to belong 
to certain professional organizations closely related 
to their teaching responsibilities," yet forty-five 
percent (45.2%) of those teachers surveyed felt that 
teachers could reasonably be expected to join these 
professional organizations. 
The concept of lesson plans brought an interesting 
variety of responses from the respondents. A whopping 
ninety-six percent (96.8%) of teachers indicated that 
they agreed with statement number fifty-three that 
"Teachers should keep lesson plans," and most (93.6%) 
agreed with statement fifty-four that these plans 
should be prepared in advance of the lesson. Over 
sixty percent (61.3%) disagreed that, as statement 
fifty five indicates, "Lesson plans should be completed 
after the lesson is taught," and twenty-five percent 
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(25.8%) agreed that it was appropriate to complete 
lesson plans after the lesson is taught. It is also 
interesting to note that twelve percent (12.1%) of the 
teachers did not answer this question. Teachers were 
divided on the use of objectives as part of lesson 
plans. In response to statement number fifty-six, 
"Lesson plans should center on a stated list of 
carefully considered objectives," fifty-eight percent 
(58%) of the teachers agreed but forty-two percent 
(42%) disagreed. 
It is interesting to note, as shown in Table 6, 
that the only two statements on the first survey with 
which teachers unanimously agreed were number 
sixty-two, "Interschool and intraschool visitations 
would help classroom teachers to see other valuable 
methods of presentation," and number sixty-six, "Every 
teacher has a right to know how well he/she is doing 
and what he/she can do to better his/her performance." 
As indicated by the responses to statement sixty-one, a 
significant percentage (90.3%) of teachers would accept 
demonstration lessons to illustrate a new method, 
approach or materials. The same percentage of teachers 
(90.3%) also agreed with statement sixty-seven that 
self evaluation for the teacher was often more critical 
than supervisor evaluation. 
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Most of the teachers surveyed (78.6%) indicated 
agreement with statement sixty-three, that "selected 
teachers" should visit exceptional teachers in 
neighboring schools and even more (83.8%) agreed with 
statement sixty-five that the supervisors own 
performance could be improved by formal evaluation. 
Responses to statement sixty indicated that over half 
(58.1%) felt that supervisors needed to offer more 
specific suggestions to improve learning and over sixty 
percent (61.3%) agreed with statement fifty-nine that 
teachers would invite evaluators to visit while they 
tried new and creative methodologies if the observation 
was unrated. 
The statement in this category which caused the 
most negative response was statement sixty four, 
"Teachers should be required to submit a self 
evaluation on a yearly basis." Fifty-eight percent 
(58%) of the teachers disagreed with this statement; 
however, forty-two percent (42%) agreed that required 
self evaluation was a good idea. 
The second survey consisted of seventeen 
questions, not categorized, all of which focused on the 
current Silver Lake Evaluation System. At the time 
this survey instrument was taken, the teachers had been 
evaluated under the new evaluation system for 
approximately two and one half years. This second 
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survey is important because it deals specifically with 
teachers'' attitudes and opinions toward the evaluation 
system used at Silver Lake. The evaluation process at 
Silver Lake includes a required pre and post-conference 
between the evaluator and evaluatee. The evaluator 
must remain for an entire class period and employ the 
script-taping method in order to make reference to 
specific quotations when the evaluation is ultimately 
written. 
Table 7 shows the results of Survey II, dealing 
with the new Silver Lake evaluation system. The 
teachers unanimously agreed with statement number one 
that, "The pre-conference gives the teacher an 
opportunity to explain the scope and purpose of those 
classes which may be observed." Every teacher who 
responded to statement number eight, "The 
post-conference clarifies points of confusion 
concerning certain events which happened in the lesson 
and otherwise may not be addressed verbally," agreed 
with this statement. Two teachers did not respond to 
this statement. Every teacher who responded also 
agreed that, as statement ten indicates, "The post 
conference at Silver Lake provides a forum for the 
evaluator to express those things he/she felt were most 
positive about the lesson, areas of concern and 
suggestions for future improvement." Two teachers did 
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not respond to this statement. Over ninety percent 
(93.6%) of the group agreed with statement nine that 
the post-conference provided an opportunity for verbal 
self-evaluation which could be measured against the 
observer's perceptions. Responses to statement eleven 
Indicated that most teachers (90.3%) also indicated 
that the post-conference provided an opportunity for 
the evaluator to make positive verbal comments about 
the teacher/s overall performance. 
Teachers were also positive in their response to 
the summative evaluation which is a yearly summary of 
success in the classroom and overall professional 
performance. Just over ninety percent (90.4%) of the 
teachers surveyed indicated agreement with statement 
twelve that the summative evaluation provided an 
opportunity to assess the total performance of a 
teacher during the contractual day. As indicated by 
responses to statement thirteen, almost ninety percent 
(87.1%) felt that the summative evaluation provided the 
evaluators with a method to "cite the many strengths of 
the instructor and to thank teachers on behalf of 
students and administrators." 
Although over half (51.6%) of the teachers agreed 
with statement three that the pre-conference fostered a 
collegial relationship necessary to reduce the stress 
of the previous evaluation process, over forty percent 
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(41.9%) disagreed. Seventy percent (70.9%) agreed 
that, as indicated by statement two, the pre-conference 
alerted teachers to an impending evaluation and this 
may provide an inaccurate picture of a teacher's 
consistent performance. 
Many teachers agreed (80.7%) with statement four, 
that the script-taping method provided the teacher and 
the evaluator with a common document to discuss the 
class which was observed. However, over two-thirds 
(64.5%) also agreed with statement five, that, "The 
script-taping method has the potential to Interfere 
with the evaluator's sense of non-verbal student 
reaction to comments made by the teacher or other 
students, since the evaluator is writing rather than 
watching the class and the teacher." Responses to 
statement six showed that only about twenty-five 
percent .(25.8%) indicated that the script-taping method 
caused stress; two-thirds (67.7%) did not agree with 
this statement. 
Over eighty percent (83.8%) of the teachers 
surveyed agreed with statement seven, that, "Following 
properly conducted pre-conferences in which the rules 
of observation are clearly established, the actual 
observation should assess teacher performance in 
certain agreed upon areas (sometimes those areas which 
may have been problematic in earlier observations)." 
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The last statement on Survey II, statement number 
fourteen, asked teachers to indicate the amount of 
change that was needed in the present Silver Lake 
evaluation process. Teachers were asked to indicate 
whether they felt that Silver Lake/s evaluation process 
was in need of: Drastic Change; Moderate Change; Minor 
Change; or No Change. There were many missing 
responses in each of these four categories since many 
teachers responded to only the category of change that 
they felt was needed. 
Only six and one half percent (6.5%) of the 
teachers felt that Silver Lake's evaluation process 
needed Drastic Change. Just under one-third (32.2%) 
felt that moderate change was needed. Almost half 
(45.1%) indicated that only minor change was needed and 
almost twenty percent (19.4%) stated that No Change was 
needed. Thus, almost two thirds (64.5%) of the 
surveyed teachers expressed the opinion that no change 
at all or only minor change was needed in the Silver 
Lake Evaluation Process. 
Chi-Square Analysis Survey I 
As part of the quantitative analysis of the 
results of the study, a chi-square test was performed. 
For the chi-squared analysis of the survey results, the 
teachers were divided into two groups: those who had 
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one to ten years teaching experience and those with 
more than ten years experience. The teachers were 
grouped in this manner because, the sampling was 
relatively small (thirty-one teachers) and the groups 
were numerically almost equal. (Fifteen of the 
teachers had less than ten years experience, while 
sixteen had more than ten years experience.) 
The results of the chi-square analysis of the 
surveys are reported for only those statements in which 
there was a significant difference in response between 
the two groups of teachers. The criterion of 
significance was .05. Thus, if the significance for 
any statement was less than .05, there was a 
significant difference in response between the two 
groups of teachers. 
In Category I. General Philosophy Toward Teacher 
Evaluation. there was a significant difference on 
statement number 12: "Six appraisals per year for a new 
teacher are appropriate." As shown in Table 8, over 
half of the veteran teachers (53.3%) agreed with this 
statement. However, all (100%) of the teachers with 
fewer than ten years experience disagreed with this 
statement. For the chi-square analysis, the 
significance was .0039. 
In Category II. Classroom Instruction, there were 
no statements for which there was a significant 
146 
Table 8 
Responses to Statement 12 on Survey I 
This table shows a comparison of the responses of teachers with more 
than ten years experience and teachers with less than ten years 
experience to the statement: "Six appraisals a year for a new 
teacher are appropriate." 
AGREE OR SA 
1 to 10 
Years 
More than 
10 Years 
8 
53.3 
Row 
Total 
8 
26.7 
15 7 22 
DISAGREE OR SD 100 46.7 73.3 
Column 15 15 30 
Total 50.0 50.0 100.0 
Chi-Square 
E.F. 5 
D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with 
8.35227 1 
.0039 4.000 2 of 4(50.0%) 
10.90909 1 
.0010 (Before Yate 's Correction) 
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difference in response between the two groups of 
teachers. 
In Category III. Interaction with Students, there 
were no statements for which there was a significant 
difference. However, the significance on statement 
number thirty-seven, "Poor class control should result 
in poor evaluation," was .0575, which was very close to 
significant. Table 9 illustrates that almost 
two-thirds (64.3%) of the teachers with more than ten 
years experience agreed with this statement, while less 
than one-fifth (18.2%) of the less experienced teachers 
agreed. 
In Category IV. Effective Communication, there 
were no statements which indicated a significant 
difference in response between the two groups of 
teachers. 
In Category V. Professional Participation, there 
was a significance for statement number fifty-six: 
"Lesson plans should center on a stated list of 
carefully considered objectives." Table 10 indicates 
that eighty percent (80%) of the teachers with less 
than ten years experience agreed with this statement, 
while only slightly more than one-third (37.5%) of the 
teachers with more than ten years of experience agreed. 
The significance was .0421. 
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Table 9 
Responses to Statement 37 on Survey I 
This table shows a comparison of the responses of teachers with more 
than ten years experience and teachers with less than ten years 
experience to the statement: "Poor class control should result in a 
poor evaluation." 
1 to 10 More than Row 
Years 10 Years Total 
2 9 11 
AGREE OR SA 18.2 64.3 44.0 
9 5 14 
DISAGREE OR SD 81.8 35.7 56.0 
Column 11 14 25 
Total 44.0 56.0 100.0 
Chi-Square D.F, Significance Min E.F. Cells with 
E.F. 5 
3.60753 1 .0575 4.840 1 of 4(25.0%) 
5.31392 1 .0212 (Before Yate 's Correction) 
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Table 10 
Responses to Statement 56 on Survey I 
This table shows a comparison of the responses of teachers with more 
than ten years experience and teachers with less than ten years 
experience to the statement: "Lesson plans should center on a stated 
list of carefully considered objectives." 
1 to 10 More than Row 
Years 10 Years Total 
12 6 18 
AGREE OR SA 80.0 37.5 58.1 
3 10 13 
DISAGREE OR SD 20.0 62.5 41 .9 
Column 15 16 31 
Total 48.4 51.6 100.0 
Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with 
E.F. 5 
4.13063 1 .0421 6.290 None 
5.74295 1 .0166 (Before Yate1 's Correction) 
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In Category VI. Self Criticism and Analysis, there 
was one statement for which there was a significant 
difference in response between the two groups of 
teachers. As Table 11 indicates, statement number 
sixty-four, "Teachers should be required to submit a 
self-evaluation on a yearly basis," showed 
significance. Two-thirds (66.7%) of the teachers with 
less than ten years experience agreed, while less than 
one-fifth (18.9%) of the teachers with more than ten 
years experience agreed with this statement. The 
significance was .0194. 
Chi-Square Analysis Survey II 
A chi-square analysis of the results of the 
statements in Survey II was also performed. However, 
there were no statements for which there was a 
significant difference in response between the two 
groups of teachers. 
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Table 11 
Responses to Statement 64 on Survey I 
This table shows a comparison of the responses of teachers with more 
than ten years experience and teachers with less than ten years 
experience to the statement:: "Teachers should be required to submit 
a self-evaluation on a yearly basis,11 
1 to 10 
Years 
More than 
10 Years 
Row 
Total 
10 3 13 
AGREE OR SA 66.7 18.8 14.9 
5 13 18 
DISAGREE OR SO 33.3 81.3 58.1 
Column 
Total 
15 
48.4 
16 
51.6 
31 
100.0 
Chi-Square 
E. F, 5 
D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with 
5,46488 
7.30012 
1 
1 
.0194 
.0069 
6.290 
(Before Yate's 
None 
Correction) 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Purpose 
The major purpose of the study was to determine 
and describe the attitudes and opinions of teachers 
toward teacher evaluation. 
The study was designed to answer the following 
questions: 
1. What are the attitudes and opinions of 
teachers concerning: 
a. Teacher evaluation in general. 
b. The specific method of teacher 
evaluation used in the Silver Lake 
Regional School District. 
2. Is there a significant difference of opinion 
concerning teacher evaluation between veteran 
teachers (more than ten years experience) and 
newer teachers (fewer than ten years 
experience)? 
3. Can effective teacher evaluation improve the 
instructional effectiveness of teachers? 
4. Can the use of a pre and post conference 
enhance communication between the evaluator 
and the teacher, thus leading to improved 
instruction? 
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5. Is the new evaluation system used at Silver 
Lake a more effective process then the 
previous method used? 
Procedure 
The respondents were the thirty-one teachers who 
were members of the English and Reading Department 
staff in the Silver Lake Regional 
School District. Nine teachers were interviewed at 
length in order to determine their attitudes toward the 
process of teacher evaluation. 
In addition, all thirty-one English and Reading 
teachers responded to two survey questionnaires 
containing eighty-one (81) statements relating to the 
topic of teacher evaluation. 
A frequency tabulation for each questionnaire 
statement was completed. In addition, a chi-square 
analysis was used to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in response between the two 
groups of teachers. For this statistical analysis the 
teachers were separated into two groups: those with 
fewer than ten years experience, and those with more 
than ten years experience. 
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Summary of Findings 
Opinions and Attitudes of Teachers Toward the 
Evaluation Process Based on the Survey Questionnaires 
Survey I:_Category I—General Philosophy. Over 
eighty percent of the teachers felt that teaching can 
be Improved by evaluation. More than sixty percent 
agreed that class visitation should be announced before 
each visit. A large majority of teachers felt that an 
appraisal of all teachers should be made at least once 
a year by the supervisor. Over eighty percent of the 
teachers were of the opinion that a poor evaluation 
results in poor teacher morale. More than half of the 
teachers agreed that evaluators tend to rate a teacher 
lower in many areas if they perceive a problem in one 
area. 
Over sixty percent of the teachers disagreed that 
peer evaluation should be a necessary requirement for 
non-tenure staff. Over half disagreed that teachers 
would frequently invite evaluators for a class visit if 
no rating were given. Over fifty percent disagreed 
that personality should be included in teacher 
evaluation, and that proper dress should be included. 
Almost one hundred percent of the teachers disagreed 
that teachers should be evaluated based on the 
performance of their students on standardized tests. 
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Category II—Classroom Instruction. All teachers 
agreed that the evaluator should see the teacher in a 
typical situation. Over eighty percent were of the 
opinion that the supervisor should see a unified 
activity from beginning to end. Almost eighty percent 
of the teachers agreed that supervision is directed 
toward the improvement of instruction, and over sixty 
percent agreed that the evaluator strives for 
instructional improvement. Over ninety percent of the 
teachers agreed that evaluation should reflect various 
teaching techniques. About the same number of teachers 
agreed as disagreed that classroom visitation will 
reveal evidence of improved instruction. 
Calegory III —Interaction. Mifcb.. Students. Over 
seventy percent of the teachers agreed that supervisors 
must analyze the teacher's performance as it influences 
the learning of students. More than seventy percent 
felt that teachers should allow for periodic student 
evaluation. The majority agreed that overall class 
environment should be part of evaluation, as should a 
teacher's relationship with students. Most teachers 
agreed that student achievement is influenced by the 
relationship between the teacher and the class. Over 
two-thirds disagreed that the amount of student 
participation should be reflected in a teacher's 
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evaluation Is Important and appropriate, nevertheless 
many feel nervous, self-conscious or not as comfortable 
with students when an evaluator is in the class. 
English and Reading teachers at Silver Lake tend 
to be satisfied with the current process used and do 
not feel that the method is in need of any significant 
change. 
Research Question #2 
Is there a significant difference of opinion 
concerning teacher evaluation between veteran teachers 
(more than ten years experience) and newer teachers 
(fewer than ten years)? 
Veteran teachers and newer teachers tend to hold 
similar opinions concerning most aspects of teacher 
evaluation. There was no significant difference of 
opinion between these two groups regarding the purpose 
of evaluation, the criteria for evaluation, the 
importance of pre and post-conferences or opinions 
concerning Silver Lake/s current method of evaluation. 
There was a significant difference of opinion 
between the two groups on the following issues: 
The number of appraisals per year appropriate 
for a new teacher. All of the teachers with 
less than ten years experience disagreed that 
six appraisals a year were appropriate; more 
than 
teachers disagreed that evaluation should be based on a 
collegial relationship. Over half of the teachers 
disagreed that teachers should be expected to belong to 
professional organizations related to their teaching 
responsibi1ity. 
Category VI—Sel f-Cdi-t icism and Analysis. A11 
teachers felt that interschool and intraschool 
visitations would help classroom teachers to see 
valuable methods of presentation. Every teacher also 
agreed that a teacher has a right to know how well he 
or she is doing and what he or she can do to better his 
or her performance. The majority of teachers indicated 
that self-evaluation was important, and most would be 
willing to accept demonstration lessons. Almost eighty 
percent of the teachers agreed that visiting 
exceptional teachers in other schools was a good idea. 
Over eighty percent indicated that the supervisors 
could benefit from formal evaluation. Over half of the 
teachers desired more specific suggestions from 
supervisors. Only about forty percent of the teachers 
felt that teachers should be required to submit a 
yearly self-evaluation. 
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SURVEY II 
Silver Lake Evaluation System 
All teachers agreed that the pre-conference gives 
the teacher the chance to explain the purpose of the 
lesson. About half agreed that his pre-conference 
fosters a collegial, stress-reducing relationship. 
Over eighty percent of the teachers felt that the 
script-taping provides the evaluator and the evaluatee 
with a common document to discuss. Two thirds of the 
teachers disagreed that the script-taping method causes 
stress for the individual being evaluated. 
The majority of teachers agreed that the 
observation should assess teacher performance in 
mutually agreed upon areas. Over ninety percent agreed 
that the post-conference clarifies points of confusion 
in the lesson and nearly the same percentage agreed 
that the post conference provides the teacher with an 
opportunity for verbal self-evaluation. Over ninety 
percent also felt that the post-conference allows the 
evaluator to give positive comments as well as to offer 
suggestions for future improvement. 
About ninety percent felt that the summative 
evaluation allows for assessment of the teacher's total 
performance, and that it provides the evaluator with a 
method to cite the strengths of the instructor and to 
thank teachers on behalf of students and school 
administration. 
Almost two-thirds of the thirty-one teachers 
surveyed felt that the current Silver Lake Evaluation 
System needed no change at all or only minor change. 
This would indicate that the majority of teachers are 
satisfied with the present evaluation system used in 
the Silver Lake Regional Schools. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were generated from an 
analysis of the results of the interview process and 
the survey questionnaires. 
Research Question #1 
What are the attitudes and opinions of teachers 
concerning: A. Teacher evaluation in general? B. 
The specific method of teacher evaluation used in the 
Silver Lake Regional School District. 
Teachers tend to be in favor of teacher 
evaluation. Teachers feel that it is a necessary 
process which provides for teacher growth, 
recommendations for Improvement and teacher 
accountability. Teachers are of the opinion that 
evaluation promotes support and positive reinforcement 
for the teacher and helps to measure teacher 
effectiveness. While teachers feel that teacher 
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evaluation is important and appropriate, nevertheless 
many feel nervous, self-conscious or not as comfortable 
with students when an evaluator is in the class. 
English and Reading teachers at Silver Lake tend 
to be satisfied with the current process used and do 
not feel that the method is in need of any significant 
change. 
Research Question #2 
Is there a significant difference of opinion 
concerning teacher evaluation between veteran teachers 
(more than ten years experience) and newer teachers 
(less than ten years)? 
Veteran teachers and newer teachers tend to hold 
similar opinions concerning most aspects of teacher 
evaluation. There was no significant difference of 
opinion between these two groups regarding the purpose 
of evaluation, the criteria for evaluation, the 
importance of pre and post-conferences or opinions 
concerning Silver Lake/s current method of evaluation. 
There was a significant difference of opinion 
between the two groups on the following issues: 
The number of appraisals per year appropriate 
for a new teacher. All of the teachers with 
less than ten years experience disagreed that 
six appraisals a year were appropriate; more 
than 
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half of the teachers with more than ten years 
experience felt that six appraisals a year 
were appropriate. 
Whether poor class control should result in a 
poor evaluation. Almost two thirds of the 
teachers with over ten years experience felt 
it should, while less then twenty percent 
(20%) of new teachers felt it should result 
in a poor evaluation. 
Whether lesson plans should center on a 
stated list of objectives. Eighty percent 
(80%) of the teachers with less than ten 
years experience agreed with this, while less 
than forty percent (40%) of the veteran 
teachers agreed. 
The need for teachers to submit a yearly 
self-evaluation. Over two thirds of the 
teachers with less than ten years experience 
felt that submitting a yearly self-evaluation 
was needed, while less than twenty percent 
(20%) of the veteran teachers felt that a 
yearly self-evaluation was a good idea. 
Research Question #3 
Can effective teacher evaluation improve the 
instructional effectiveness of teachers? 
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Teachers are of the opinion that teaching can 
indeed be improved by evaluation and that the process 
of supervision is directed toward the improvement of 
learning and teaching. Teachers tend to hold the 
opinion that the evaluator strives for instructional 
improvement. Evaluation can lead to the improvement of 
instruction, teachers feel, if the evaluator gives 
specific suggestions and outlines methods of 
improvement. Teachers tend to regard the evaluators 
skill and competency as critical to the entire process. 
Research Question #4 
Can the use of a pre and post conference enhance 
communication between the evaluator and the teacher, 
thus leading to improved instruction? 
The majority of teachers are of the opinion that 
there should be a pre-conference and a post-conference 
to every visitation conducted for the purpose of 
evaluation. Teachers also tend to agree that 
individual conferences provide one of the most 
productive settings for supervisory work. Teachers are 
of the opinion that the pre-conference gives the 
teacher an opportunity to explain the scope and purpose 
of those classes which may be observed. Many teachers 
feel that the pre-conference at Silver Lake fosters a 
collegial relationship between the evaluator and 
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evaluatee which can reduce the stress normally 
associated with evaluation. 
Teachers feel strongly that the post-conference 
clarifies issues and events which occurred in the 
lesson. There is also strong agreement that the post 
conference allows the teacher to measure a 
self-evaluation against an observer's perceptions. 
Teachers tend to see the post-conference as a forum for 
the evaluator to express positive points about the 
lesson, to make positive comments regarding the 
teacher's overall performance, and to address areas of 
concern, and suggestions for future improvement. 
Teachers overwhelmingly are of the opinion that 
post-conferences do not lead to hostility or 
misunderstanding. 
Teachers tend to regard the pre and post 
conference as extremely helpful and necessary to a 
successful evaluation process. 
Research Question #5 
Is the new evaluation system used at Silver Lake a 
more effective process then the previous method used? 
Teachers are of the opinion that the current 
method of teacher evaluation is more effective than the 
previous method used. They indicate that the pre and 
post conference open and enhance communication and 
164 
dialogue between the evaluator and the teacher. 
Teachers state that their feelings about teacher 
evaluations have become more positive since the new 
evaluation system was implemented at Silver Lake. They 
feel that this system is more personal, appropriate and 
thought provoking than the previous checklist approach 
to evaluation. Teachers tend also, to be positive 
about the summative or year end evaluation, that is 
part of the new process. 
Recpromendatipns 
Based upon the findings and conclusions previously 
stated in this study, the following recommendations are 
presented: 
1. Every school system should carefully analyze 
and assess its current method of teacher 
evaluation to determine if it is effective or 
if the method could be changed in order to 
improve the teaching/learning process. 
2. School systems which intend to change or 
implement a teacher evaluation system should 
form a committee comprised of both teachers 
and administrators. This committee should 
thoroughly research the literature on the 
topic of teacher evaluation and preview many 
of the instruments currently in use. The new 
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process should be developed in a collegial 
atmosphere, with the improvement of 
instruction for students as the primary goal. 
3. Since a review of the literature indicates 
that pre and post conferences are essential 
components of successful teacher evaluation 
programs, school systems should insure that 
this critical aspect of the process be 
included in the implemented program. 
4. In order to ensure that the method of teacher 
evaluation which is implemented is fair and 
equitable as well as consistent, all 
evaluators should receive extensive inservice 
training. This academic process should 
include the theoretical and the practical 
aspects of teacher evaluation. The use of 
videotaped lessons which evaluators would 
simultaneously assess (followed by a 
discussion) is one suggested method to insure 
similar standards. 
5. Teachers should receive inservice training t‘o 
become familiar and comfortable with a newly 
implemented teacher evaluation process. 
Teachers should be knowledgeable about the 
criteria to which they will be held 
accountable. 
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6. Teachers evaluation systems should be 
constantly assessed and revised to meet the 
changing needs of the schools and society. 
Factors to be taken into account include 
training teachers new to education or new to 
the system and methods to stimulate or 
motivate new teachers. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
The results of this study reveal additional areas 
for further research. The following are topics which 
might be investigated by a researcher who is interested 
in teacher evaluation: 
1. The possibility of using peer observation to 
enhance and improve the instructional 
process. 
2. Investigate the concept of peer evaluation to 
determine if it could be effectively 
implemented as part of the teacher evaluation 
process. 
3. To research the topic of self-evaluation to 
determine how this method could be used 
successfully by teachers within their own 
classes. 
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INSTRUMENT AND RATIONALE 
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EVALUATION OF CLASSROOM VISITATION BY 
Teacher_Period_Class Observed 
Length of Visit___Date_,_ 
1 G A P N 
To Be Used By Supervisory Personnel Only 
lj 2 3 4 5 
1. Student Involvement - Most students involved 
In worthwhile learning activities. 
2. Planning - Lesson preparation and presentation 
indicate that effective planning has occurred. 
3. Objectives - Are specific, clearly stated, or im¬ 
plied, and comprehendable to those involved in 
the learning experience. 
4. Instructional Techniques - Emphasis is placed on 
various techniques to provide for individual 
differences. 
i 
i 
! 
5. Classroom atmosphere - Learners are encouraged to 
be prepared, alert and attentive. 
6. Interpersonal Relationships - Dialogue between 
teacher and student, student and student, is 
such as to promote a more positive learning 
experience. 
7. Resource Material - Efficient use is made of 
various aids to lend enrichment to the lesson. 
i 
8. Conduct and Attitude of Teacher - Demonstrates 
enthusiasm and utilizes a positive approach in 
dealing with the learner. 
9. Learning Environment - Classroom management, 
is such as to create the best possible physical 
setting for learning to occur. • - 
( 
i 
i 
10. Contribution to knowledge - Through the use of 
simple associations, evaluative means, and 
well chosen illustrations, the learner is able 
to develop those concepts initially stated or 
implied in the lesson objective. 
I 
i 
j 
I 
11. Incidental Learning - Knowledge gained by the 
student expands the depths of specific subject 
matter to include other areas Important to the 
student both now and in the future. 
. 
12. General Evaluation. 
13. Comments - On reverse side. 1 * 
Signature of Evaluator 
Opportunity to Observe 
Signature of Teacher 
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RATIONALE FOR EVALUATION 
1. Student Involvement - While it should be the intent of 
the teacher to Involve every student to some degree in 
the lesson, it is recognized that it may be difficult to 
involve all students because of extenuating circumstances 
such as absence on the previous day. Hovever, it ohould be 
re-emphasized that the effort should be made to involve all 
students. 
2. Planning - The lesson is presented in such a vay that it 
coincides in a broad sense with vhat appears in the teacher’s 
lesson plan booh. Additionally, the scope and depth of the 
lesson indicates that a maximum effort has been put into 
preparing the lesson. 
3. Objectives - It is felt that objectives, either stated or 
implied, are necessary to make the student aware of what 
he will learn during a particular lesson. Furthermore, the 
objectives must and should be stated or implied In such a 
vay as to be understood by all students. 
4. Instructional Techniques - The teacher should endeavor to 
U6e diversified techniques to try to meet the needs of all 
students. It is also felt that through the use of such di¬ 
versification student interest will increase. 
• • 
5. Classroom atmosphere - the intent here is that the teacher 
will make every effort to encourage students to be prepared 
and ready to work. It Is assumed that students failing to 
make the effort will be held accountable. 
• • • 
6. Interpersonal Relationships - It Is the desire that communi¬ 
cation on the part of all involved in the class reach the 
level so that effective learning can occur. This involves 
a commitment on the part of the teacher to make the best 
possible effort to involve all students actively in the 
learning process. 
7. Resource material - It is hoped that through the use of all 
available resources and aids, the lesson will be strengthene • 
Conduct and Attitude of the Teacher - In his or her conduct 
of the lesson the teacher works to emphasize the positive 
at all times. In addition, the teacher through his or her 
leadership and example should strive to develop an atmosphere 
of mutual rezpect, enthusiasm and confidence. 
8. 
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9. Learning Environment - Through the teacher’s ability 
to create the best possible environment vithin the 
classroom, under certain conditions, the teacher is 
able to enhance the conditions under which learning can 
occur. Classroom control and consistency in handling 
discipline are o£ prime importance. 
10. Contribution to knowledge - Learning occurs when subject 
matter is presented in a way so that students may relate 
to It. By using various means the teacher should be able 
to fulfill the Intent of his or her lesson objectives. 
11. Incidental Learning - The student is able to grasp certain 
values and concepts which may not be a direct part of the 
lesson. It is the feeling that as much knowledge as can 
be Imparted, regardless of subject matter, will be of 
benefit to the student. 
SUPERIOR - A performance which is truly outstanding. 
GOOD - This is the level where it is assumed that most 
teachers will reach on a day-to-day basis while striving 
to attain a superior performance. 
SATISFACTORY - This is the minimum acceptable performance. 
It is expected that the teacher attaining this level will 
make a strong effort to achieve a higher level of per¬ 
formance. 
FAIR - Needs improvement - the performance in a given 
area or areas failed to meet the expectations considered - 
necessary for an acceptable performance. - - 
m . 
POOR - This is a totally unacceptable performance. Serious 
effort; should he taken by the evaluator and the teacher to 
correct the situation immediately. 
APPENDIX B 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGULATIONS FOR THE 
EVALUATION OF TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Department of Education 
13E5 Hancock Sued Ournc*. f**.assacuuseiis 0? 16£j 
July 9, 1986 
MEMORANDUM 
TO: Superintendents of Schools, School Committee 
Chairpersons, College Presidents and Contact Persons 
and other Interested Parties 
FROM: Harolcj^Raynolds, Jr. 
CommisjTrSner of Education 
RE: Regulations for the Evaluation- of Teachers and 
Administrators 603 CMR 1.00 
On June 24, 1986 the Board of Education under the authority of 
MGL Chapter 15 Section 1G as amended by Section 4 of Chapter 
188 of the Acts of 1985 adopted the enclosed as interim 
regulations for the evaluation of Teachers and 
Administrators. 
These regulations are subject to. legislative review before 
final adoption by the Board. However, we hope that the 
legislature will have no major concerns with them and that 
they wy.1 become fully effective as adopted. School 
fcammlTTteesT-niay VwTsH’Tto• begixil pr elimina ry*. planning ..£on 
_ -- as.-soon as* is-convenient4 
B to; 
______.’evaluation 2 
ers'ian^^fi.dmTni s t r'a to r s'' us in g :;.t herprinciples/ 
herse7regu 1 ations>• 1 It also provides that school 
districts ". .".sha 11 ~be reimbursed for reasonable costs 
incurred thereby in accordance with section sixty of chapter 
15." Section 60 of Chapter 15 was inserted by Section 6 of 
Chapter 188. 
Amendment to 603 CMR 
Adopted by the Board of Education June 24, 1986 
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Add new Chapter 1.00: Evaluation of Teachers and 
Administrators 
Purposes* 
The purposes of evaluation are (a)- to provide information 
for improving performance,'and (b) to provide a record of 
facts and assessments for personnel, decisions, including 
decisions by school committees* on tenureJ 
Definitions 
1. Teacher. Any person employed by a school committee in a 
position requiring a certificate as described in 603 CMR 
7,04 (3) - (46), (51) - (54). 
2. Administrator. Any person employed by a school 
committee in a position requiring a certificate as 
described in 603 CMR 7.04 (47) - (49). 
3. Evaluator. Any person designated by a school committee 
with responsibility for evaluation, fit*'is."the"i 
responsibility-of; the'/Siiperihtehderi'E'ibf -.School's .'to 
• insure that' evaluators.:haveTtraining "in'‘general 
•principles of' supervision"and evaluation and have or* 
have availabl^HE^S^a^eyrpertise.^in.-the subject matter 
•• and: orr ar ea • ’to. be;' e va 1 uate’d 1 
4. Evaluation. Personnel evaluation is the ongoing process 
of defining goals and of -identifying, gathering and 
using information as part of a process to improve 
professional performance and *to**judge-total‘.jobt 
effectiveness.' The evaluatio’n process shall be free of 
racial, sexual, religious and other discriminations and 
biases as defined in state and federal laws. 
5. School Committee. School committees in all cities, 
towns and regional school districts, local and district 
trustees for vocational education, educational 
collaborative boards and boards of trustees for the 
county agricultural schools. 
6. Standards for Performance. Standards of -productivity? 
and performance .are subject*to collective bargaining* 
under MGL c 150E.* In establishing the criteria for 
knowledge and performance for each teaching and 
acministrative role the parties must refer to the 
standards set forth in 603 CMR 7.04. 
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In discussing these regulations with the Board it was agreed 
that I should advise you of two items that arose as a result 
of public comment. The Board agreed that these issues need 
not be included in the regulations but that it would be 
appropriate to include them in this cover letter. They are: 
1. CTh'e“"law' specifically“provides 'that*, school' committees * 
'may"provide ' for more .rigorous "or-Vstringent*. evaluations 
than is required by these regulation^. 
2. Local evaluators should be aware that performance 
criteria listed under Section III 2 were based on the 
related Standards I-V from the certification 
regulations. These Standards may be referred to for 
further guidance. 
In addition the Massachusetts Advisory Commission on 
Educational Personnel which developed and recommended these 
regulations has urged that those implementing the regulations 
be made aware of the following two publications that were 
primary sources of material upon which the regulations were 
based: 
EVALUATION OF EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL, Report of the 
• Massachusetts Board of Education Study Committee, (June, 
1980). 
603 CMR 7.00 REGULATIONS FOR 'THE CERTIFICATION OF 
EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL (1979 as amended). 
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Principles of Evaluation 
1. Overview. Evaluation assumes that standards of 
effectiveness can be determined and that performance can 
be measured in terms of those standards. 
(a) The purpose of evaluation must be stated 
clearly, in writing, for all parties involved. 
(b) The implementation of the evaluation process 
must allow collaborative planning by all parties 
involvedi 
(c) The person to be evaluated must know and 
understand^ the_me^.os_by.‘which he or she will be 
evaluated in relation to the positioh. 
(d) The person to be evaluated must have an . 
opportunity to respond in writing to his/her • 
- evaluation reports.' 
2. Gathering Information. 
(a) ;information used in evaluation must be based 
primarily on direct observation.:of performance’. 
Information based on‘other than direct observation 
•of performance may be included" in the evaluation 
process,•subject to'collective bargainings The » 
•performance of'teachers.to be-observed by the. 
evaluator(s) must include/ but not be restricted’ 
to:* 
-•'knowledge of subject matter or field 
—clarity of communication 
- ‘instructional effectiveness including 
classroom management, or the design of 
•programs and the provision of services 
*-‘effective use*and interpretation of 
evaluative procedures 
-‘responsiveness to all learners. 
The evaluation of administrator^ must include, butt 
•not be restricted tot 
‘-^knowledge of the fields of supervision and 
instruction 
i'-*clarity of communication 
:-‘facilitation of instructional processes 
:- 'appropriate and effective evaluation 
•-‘equitable, sensitive and responsive 
interaction with school personnel and 
community. 
(b) ;The•evaluation procedure must be flexible 
enough to allow for significant differences in 
teaching and administrative assignments (e.g. class 
size, characteristics of students, characteristics- 
of environment, availability of aides and support 
personnel, etc.).' -.Information on these differences 
must be' gathered and included in evaluation 
reports 
(c) The evaluation procedure must allow the- 
teacher or administrator being evaluated to gather 
and provide additional information on his or her 
performance*. 
3. Reporting Results. 
(a) Evaluation reports must be communicated orally 
and in writing to the teacher or administrator. 
(b) Evaluation reports must recognize areas of 
strength as well as identifying areas needing 
improvement. 
(c) Evaluation reports must provide specific 
recommendations for improving performance for areas 
identified as needing improvement. Sufficient time 
should elapse to allow the teacher or administrator' 
to benefit from the recommendations for improvement 
prior to subsequent evaluations. 
4. Procedures. 
(a) The specific procedures for conducting 
evaluations are to be determined in each school 
district and are subject to collective bargaining 
1 under MGL c 150E. > ~ 
(b) - School committees shall by law evaluate 
teachers and administrators not serving at 
discretion every year, and shall evaluate teachers 
and administrators serving at discretion every two 
years ^ 
Implementation Schedule 
Each school district shall implement the evaluations of 
teachers-and administrators as provided for in these, 
regulations within one year after the next bargaining 
agreement,, or sooner by agreement of.the school committee 
'and the’collective bargaining unit. 
I 
teacher evaluation 
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Chapter 188 of the Acts of 1985 
PUBLIC SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ACT 
Section 4 - 
The board shall promulgate regulations which establish the principles to be used by 
« . committees for the evaluation of teachers and administrators. Such regulations 
th^lrovTde for“ eobservation of classroom performance of teachers to ensure that 
“hfKPossess language and communication skills and maintain competence in their 
, suSefts. S^ch regulations shall provide that administrators possess and develop 
skills ^resource and personnel management and in academic planning. Nothing in this 
sefrion slSl prevent a school committee from providing for more rigorous or stringent 
evaiuaticafof ^teachers and administrators than is required by sueh regulations. 
Section 14 - 
. - ^mmittee shall, by means of a comprehensive evaluation, evaluate the 
rfor JancelrfiUache^ JdadmfnStf ators within its school district, using the prin- 
performance of all -_tflblished by the board of education pursuant to section one G of 
ciples of evaluation estiabh y racial or cultural bias. School commit- 
^serving at discretion every year and 
tees shall evaluate leac . . serving at discretion at least once every two 
10 couective bargaining provisions of chapter one hundred and fifty E. 
three. 
fnciTrreTthereby in accedence with section sixty of chapter fifteen. 
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TEACHER EVALUATION / REGULATIONS 
Amendment to 603 O.R 
Adopted by the Board ot Ecuca 11 on June ?<, 19E6 
Add new Chapter 1.00: Evaluation of Teachers and 
•Administrators 
Purposes 
The purposes of -evaluation are (a) to provide information 
for improving performance, and (b) to provide a record of 
.facts and assessments for personnel decisions, including 
decisions by school committees on tenure. 
Definitions 
1. . Teacher. Any person employed by a school committee in a 
position requiring a certificate as described in 603 CMR 
7.04 (3) - (46) , (51) - (54) . ’ - ' 
2. Administrator. Any person employed by a school 
committee in a position recuiring a certificate as 
described in 603 CKR 7.04 (47) - (49). 
3. Evaluator. Any person designated by a school committee 
with responsibility for evaluation. It is the 
responsibility of the Superintendent of Schools to 
insure that evaluators have training in general 
principles of supervision and evaluation and have or 
have available to them expertise in the subject matter 
and or area to be evaluated. . 
4. Evaluation. Personnel evaluation is the ongoing process 
of defining goals and of identifying, gathering and 
using information as part of a process to improve 
professional performance and to judge total job 
effectiveness. The evaluation process shall be free of 
racial, sexual, religious and other discriroinations and 
biases as defined in state and federal laws. 
5. School Committee. School committees in all cities, 
towns and regional school districts, local and district 
trustees for vocational education, educational 
collaborative boards and boards of trustees for the 
county agricultural schools. 
. Standards for Performance*. Standards of productivity 
and performance are subject to collective bargaining 
under MGL c 150E. In establishing the criteria for 
knowledge and performance for each teaching and 
administrative role the parties must refer to the 
standards set forth in 603 CKR 7.04. 
6 
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Principles of Evaluation 
1. Overview. Evaluation assumes that standards of 
effectiveness can be determined and that performance can 
be measured in terms of those standards. 
(a) The purpose of evaluation must be stated 
clearly, in writing, for all parties involved. 
(b) The implementation of the evaluation process 
must allow collaborative planning by all parties 
involved. 
(c) The person to be evaluated must know and 
understand the means by which he or she will be 
evaluated in relation to the position. 
(d) The person to be evaluated must have an 
opportunity to respond in writing to his/her 
evaluation reports. 
2. ' Gathering Information. ... 
fa) Information used in .evaluation must be based 
primarily on direct observation of performance.. 
Information based on other than direct observation 
of performance may be included in the evaluation 
process, subject to collective bargaining. The 
performance of teachers to be observed by the 
evaluator(s) must include, but not be restricted 
to: _. 
- knowledge of subject matter or field 
- clarity of communication 
- instructional effectiveness including 
classroom management, or the design of 
programs and the provision of services 
- effective use'and interpretation of 
evaluative procedures 
- responsiveness to all learners. 
The evaluation of administrators must include, but 
not be restricted to: . . , 
- knowledge of the fields of supervision and 
instruction 
- clarity of communication 
- facilitation of instructional processes 
- appropriate and effective evaluation 
- equitable, sensitive and responsive 
interaction with school personnel and 
community. 
(b) The evaluation procedure must be flexible 
enough to allow for significant.differences in 
teaching ‘and administrative assignments (e.g. class 
size, characteristics of students, characteristics 
of environment, availability of aides and.support 
personnel, etc.). Information.on these Differences 
must be gathered and included in evaluation 
rc-oor ts. 
* 
3. Reporting Results . 
(a) Evaluation reports must be communicated orally 
and in writing to the teacher or administrator. 
(b) Evaluation reports must recognize areas of 
strength as well as identifying areas needing 
improvement. 
(c) # Evaluation reports must provide specific 
recommendations for improving performance for areas 
identified as needing improvement. Sufficient time 
should elapse to allow the teacher or administrator 
to benefit from the recommendations for improvement 
prior to subsequent evaluations. 
4. Procedures. 
(a) The specific procedures for conducting 
evaluations are to be determined in each school 
district and are subject to 'collective bargaining 
under MGL c 150E. 
(b) School committees shall by law evaluate 
teachers and administrators not serving at 
discretion every year, and shall evaluate teachers 
and administrators serving at discretion every two 
years. 
Implementation Schedule 
Each school district shall implement the evaluations of 
teachers and administrators as provided for in these 
regulations within one year after the next bargaining 
agreement, or’ sooner by agreement of the school committee 
and the collective bargaining unit. 
APPENDIX C 
CURRENT PROFESSIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM FOR 
THE SILVER LAKE REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
PROFESSIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM 
FOR THE • 
SILVER LAKE REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
STATEMENT OF PHILOSOPHY 
The Joint-Teacher-Administrator Committee which 
developed this evaluation program shares* a common commitment 
to providing students with the highest quality instruction 
possible, and feels the evaluation process should function 
as a major tool in accomplishing that goal. It must be 
conducted in a positive, constructive and supportive manner. 
Open and honest communication between the evaluator and 
teacher should serve as the framework within which this 
program will function most productively. 
GENERAL OBJECTIVES OF EVALUATION 
To improve the quality of classroom instruction. 
To promote the professional growth of staff. 
To enhance communicatipn between evaluators and teachers. 
To foster professional satisfaction among the teaching 
staff. 
To accumulate data in an objective, accurate manner as a 
prerequisite for personnel decisions. 
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Evaluation Procedures 
WHO KAY EVALUATE? 
It is the responsibility of the Superintendent of 
Schools to insure that evaluators have training in the 
general principles of supervision and evaluation and 
have or have available to them expertise in the 
subject matter or area to be evaluated. Evaluation 
will be conducted by any or all of the following: 
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, Principals, 
Housemaster, Assistant Principals, Department Heads, 
Coordinators/Directors, and/or Administrator of 
Special Education. 
WHAT ARE THE CRITERIA FOR TEACHER EVALUATION? 
A. The effective teacher is know 1-edgeab 1 e in his/her 
subject matter field. 
The teacher 
has the necessary breadth and depth of 
knowledge within his/her field(s) of 
certification to effectively carry out his/her 
teaching assignment. 
B. The effective teacher communicates clearly, 
understandably and appropriately. 
The teacher: 
1. gives clear and concise explanations and 
directions; 
2. frames questions so as to encourage inquiry: 
3. uses appropriate metaphors, examples and 
i11ustrations; 
4. makes the goals of teaching and learning clear 
to students; 
5. uses language appropriate to the age, 
developmental stage and special needs of 
his/her students; 
6. serves as an example of clear and effective 
oral and written communications. 
C. The effective teacher designs instruction to 
facilitate learning consistent with the needs and 
interests of students and maintains a sense of 
order and purpose in the classroom. 
The teacher: 
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1. understand the needs and interests of his/her 
students and designs or adapts the curriculum 
to meet the^e needs and interests; 
2. has clear plans for student learning; 
3. relates the elements of instruction 
sequentially to each other, to other fields of 
knowledge, to students' experiences, and to 
long-term goals; 
4. understands developmental psychology, and 
relationships between stages of growth; 
5. uses materials, media, and techniques 
appropriate to the age, developmental stage, 
and special needs of students, both 
individually and as a'class; 
6. uses materials, media, and techniques suited 
to the subject matter and to meeting the goals 
of instruction; 
7. teaches, as necessary, the basic academic 
skills (reading, commun 1 cat 1 on ,' mathemat i cs) 
related to the goals of instruction; 
8. Is aware of recent developments in teaching, 
particularly in his/her field(s) of knowledge; 
9. understands techniques of classroom management 
and how to maintain a sense of order in the 
classroom; 
10. makes effective use where applicable of 
appropriate resources in the community. 
The effective teacher uses the results of various 
evaluative procedures to assess the effectiveness 
of instruction. 
The teacher: 
1. uses evaluative procedures appropriate to the 
age, developmental stage and special needs of 
his/her students; 
2. interprets the results of evaluation 
procedures and uses these results to improve 
instruction for individual students as well as 
for the class as a whole; 
3. identifies problems which inhibit learning and 
works toward remedying those problems by 
making appropriate referrals. 
The effective teacher is equitable, sensitive and 
responsive to all learners. 
The teacher: 
1. responds to the needs of individual students 
so as to enhance their self-esteem; 
2. works toward a learning environment favorable 
to open appropriate expression and inquiry and 
devoid of ridicule; 
3. encourages a positive atmosphere for all 
students, especially those with special needs; 
4. avoids and discourages racial, sexual, social, 
ethnic, religious, physical, and other 
stereotyping. 
F. The effective teacher performs in a professional 
manner through-out the contractual day. THIS 
STANDARD WILL BE INCORPORATED INTO THE FINAL 
(SUMMATIVE) EVALUATION. To meet this standard the 
teacher will demonstrate that he/she: 
1. maintains regular attendance and punctuality 
in matters pertaining to his/her 
responsibi1ities; 
2. performs duties and assignments effectively; 
3. works cooperatively with peers; 
4. maintains professional appearance and 
demeanor; 
5. attends and participates in faculty and 
department meetings, as well as district 
in-service programs; 
6. maintains records as required by district 
polIcy; 
7. takes all necessary and reasonable precautions 
to protect students, equipment, material and 
faci1ities; 
8. communicates effectively with parents. 
HOW OFTEN WILL TEACHER EVALUATIONS BE CONDUCTED? 
A. For all tenured teachers a minimum of two class 
period evaluations, one by the department 
coordinator and one by a building administrator 
will be conducted each year.. Additionally one 
final, overall assessment of performance 
(summatlve evaluation) will be col 1aborative1y 
prepared by the coordinator and building 
administrator. 
B. For non-tenured teachers a minimum of two class 
period evaluations by the department coordinator 
and one by the building administrator will be 
conducted. One summatlve evaluation will be 
prepared in the same manner as for tenured 
teachers. 
HOW WILL THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS FUNCTION? 
In an effort to improve communication between 
teachers and evaluators and to produce evaluations 
which are both fair and accurate, the following 
procedures wi11 be followed: 
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A - Step I - Pre-Evaluation Conference 
B - Step II - Full Period Observation 
C - Step III - Post-Evaluation Conference 
HOW CAN TEACHERS STRENGTHEN IDENTIFIED PERFORMANCE 
DEFICIENCIES? 
Clinical supervision is a process designed to improve 
teaching performance through systematic planning, 
observing, analyzing and providing of feedback. It 
seeks to encourage meaningful communication and a 
collaborative relationship between the supervisor(s) 
and teacher as a primary vehicle to more effective 
classroom instruction. 
The procedures of clinical supervision shall be 
implemented for any teacher for whom "unsatisfactory"' 
Classroom Observation and Teacher Evaluation Reports 
have been given by both the departmental coordinator 
and building administrator. 
The length of the. clinical superv-i-si on cycle will vary 
according to the need(s) of the individual teacher. 
It will be no less than one academic quarter and no 
longer than one evaluation cycle. 
1. Identify AreaCs) in Need of Improvement 
The evaluators must provide the teacher with a 
written statement identifying the area(s) of 
concern and expectations for concern and 
expectations for improvement. 
2. Develop Plan for Improvement 
The evaluators and teacher will develop a 
written plan to improve performance in the 
areas identified. This plan shall include 
goals, strategies, duration, and evaluation 
procedures to be employed. 
3. Providing Assistance 
The evaluator will assist the teacher in 
whatever ways possible to achieve professional 
growth. This will include providing 
appropriate resources, such as printed 
materials, assistance from other staff members 
with relevant expertise, etc. 
A. Monitoring Progress and Providing Feedback 
I 
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The evaluator and teacher shall meet 
frequently in oraer to discuss ano evaluate 
the teacher's progress and performance. 
5. Final Report 
A final report which includes a summary of the 
progress made during the periods of clinical 
supervision shall be written within ten (10) 
school days of the completion of the 
concluding teacher-supervision conference, and 
included in the teacher's evaluation folder. 
WHAT INSTRUMENTS WILL BE USED TO EVALUATE TEACHERS? 
A - Classroom Observation and Teacher Evaluation 
Instrument - See appendix I 
B - Summative Evaluation Instrument - See appendix II 
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SILVER LAKE REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION AND TEACHER EVALUATION REPORT 
Teacher: _ 
"Date: ; 
Time: From 
Department: _ 
__ Building:  
Period of the Day:_ Assignment:_:_ 
(Course/Leve 1/i 
Please refer to the evaluation criteria in the Staff Evaluation Packet 
A. DescriPtion/Objectlve(s) of Lesson: 
B. Critique of Lesson: 
C. Commendations: 
D. Recommendations: 
E. Overall Rati no of Teacher.Performance: 
Superior Satisfactory Unsatisfactory 
Evaluator's Signature _____ Date - 
Teacher's Comments: 
i 
i 
I 
i I 
I I 
! 
i 
i 
i 
Teacher's Signature Date 
SILVER LAKE REGIONAL 
scHnnr 
SUMMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT FORM 
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NAME _ EVALUATION PERIOD: FROM: TO: 
SCHOOL   ASSIGNMENT: _ 
EVALUATORS:  
I. Knowledge of Subject Matter: 
II. Clarity of Communlcat 1 on: 
III. Instructional Effectiveness: 
IV. Evaluative Procedures: 
V. Responsiveness to All Learners: 
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VI. General Professional Performance Expectations: 
SUMMARY STATEMENT 
Evaluator's Signature: Date: 
Teacher's Comments: 
Teacher S: cr.a t ure .^G t t • 
APPENDIX D 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE I 
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Dear Teacher, 
My name Is Leo Egan, and I am currently a Doctoral student at the 
University of Massachusetts. I have spent a great deal of time working 
on Staff Development, an important part of which is teacher evaluation. 
I am doing research and a report on some specific and general 
observations concerning teacher evaluation. 
I was a classroom teacher for eleven years and have been a 
curriculum coordinator for the past two years, so I have had much 
experience both with evaluating and being evaluated. I don't feel 
comfortable with the process from either standpoint, and feel that in 
the future I would like to help improve the process of teacher 
evaluation. This will be the basis for my Doctoral thesis. 
I have prepared a questionnaire to help me better understand the 
feelings of teachers at all levels concerning teacher evaluation. It 
takes about 20 minutes to complete, and I-would greatly appreciate it if 
you would do so for me. 
I realize that teaches are already over-burdened and have too many 
demands placed upon them despite the feelings of my neighbors who always 
commented that I worked "half a day for half a year." I used to invite 
them to follow any teacher around for a day!! 
As you complete the questionnaire, please cross out any statements 
you feel should be eliminated and Indicate why. Please time yourself 
and see if my 20 minute estimate is accurate, as I hope it is. 
For each statement please circle the response which you feel most 
accurately describes your feelings — 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 
(Strongly Agree) (Agree) (Disagree) (Strongly Disagree) 
Thank you for giving the most precious thing you have...time! 
Sincerely yours, 
Leo F. Egan 
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I. GENERAL PHILOSOPHY CONCERNING TEACHER EVALUATION 
This category includes feelings about what the goals of teacher 
evaluation are or should be, and the process of evaluation. 
Classroom visitation provides the rater with a sample of instructional 
performance. 
SA A D SD 
Kimbal Wiles states "Observation as a phase of rating is a procedure 
that restricts the improvement of teaching". 
SA A D SD 
Peer evaluation should be a necessary requirement for non-tenure staff. 
SA A D SD 
Class visitation should be announced before every visit. 
SA A D SD 
Class visitation should be unannounced. 
SA A D SD 
Class visitation should be by invitation only. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers would, given the chance, frequently invite evaluators for a 
class visitation if no rating was given. 
SA A D SD 
Teaching can be improved by evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
A poor evaluation results in poor teacher morale. 
SA . A D SD 
Evaluation instruments focus on the negative. 
SA A D SD 
Appraisal of all teachers should be made at least once a year by the 
principal. 
SA D SD 
Six appraisals per year for a new teacher arc appropriate. 
SA A D SD 
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1. GENERAL PHILOSOPHY, cont. 
Personality should be included in teacher evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
Proper dress should be considered as part of the evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
Appraisal of all teachers should be made at least once a year by the 
supervisor. 
SA A D SD 
Evaluators tend to rate teachers lower in many areas if they perceive 
a problem in one area - (a reverse halo effect). 
SA A D SD 
Signing an evaluation is agreeing with it even though an added state¬ 
ment may state that this is not so. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated based on the performance of their students 
on standardized tests. 
SA A D SD 
II CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION 
Included in this category are basic preparation, knowledge and 
presentation of the curriculum, objectives, and instructional skills. 
The purpose of observation is to study the learning-teaching process. 
SA A D SD 
Evaluation should be based on an area of difficulty which the supervisor 
and the teacher have agreed needs improvement. 
. SA A D SD 
The evaluator should try to see the teacher in a more or less typical 
teaching performance. 
SA A D SD 
The length of a classroom visitation should be determined by the purpose 
of visitation. 
SA A D SD 
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11. CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION, cont. 
The supervisor should see a unified activity or planned lesson from 
initiation to conclusion. 
SA A D SD 
Classroom visitation will reveal evidence of improved instruction. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should plan objectives with the supervisor and performance 
level should be based upon completion of the objectives. 
SA A D SD 
Supervision is directed toward the improvement of learning and teaching. 
SA A D SD 
The evaluator strives for instructional improvement. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated on classroom performance only. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated on total performance. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated on the amount and quality of the curriculum 
that is presented to the students. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated based on adherance to a published curriculum 
guide. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers’ evaluations should reflect their use of various teaching techniques 
to meet the needs of their students. 
SA A D SD 
III. INTERACTION WITH STUDENTS 
This category includes the teacher's relationship with the class as a 
whole and* with individual students, familiarity with pupil's backgrounds 
and problems, and extra help given to students. 
Classroom observation should be more directly concerned 
of the students than the performance of the teacher. 
with the learning 
SA A D SD 
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III. INTERACTION WITH STUDENTS, cont. 
Supervisors must analyze the teachers's performance mainly as it influences 
the learning- of students. 
SA A D SD 
The teacher should allow for periodic student evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
Overall class environment should be a major consideration in a teacher's 
evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
Poor class control should result in a poor evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
Evaluation should reflect the amount of student participation in the class. 
SA A D SD 
A teacher's relationship with students should be part of a teacher's 
evaluation. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated solely on their teaching performance and 
not on their relationship with students. 
SA A D SD 
Student achievement is greatly influenced by the relationship between 
the teacher and the class. 
SA A D SD 
IV. EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION 
Included in this category are pupil and parent contacts, communication 
between the teacher and evaluators, peer relationships, and professional 
ethics. 
There should be a pre-conference to every visit. 
SA A D SD 
There should be a post conference to ever}' visit. 
SA A D SD 
Individual conferences with teachers provide one of the most productive 
settings for supervisory work. 
A SA D SD 
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IV. EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION, cont. 
Informal talks are quite necessary to the supervisor-teacher relationship. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers initiating a conference for a problem may be perceived as weak. 
SA A D SD 
New teachers should be "associate teachers" working under the mentorship 
of senior teachers. y 
SA A D SD 
Associate teachers after two years would be formally reviewed based on 
testimony of the mentor, written record, testimony of other school personnel 
and especially, success in the classroom. . 
SA A ^ D SD 
As an associate teacher, continuous assessment and counseling by senior 
teachers would be used to screen out individuals whose performance is 
inadequate. 
SA A D SD 
The evaluation of teacher performance should be largely controlled by 
other teachers who themselves have been judged to be outstanding in the 
classroom. 
SA A D SD 
Post conferences often lead to hostility and misunderstanding. 
SA A D SD 
Teacher's evaluations should reflect their relationships with administrators. 
SA A D SD 
V. PROFESSIONAL PARTICIPATION 
This category includes contributing to curriculum building, lesson 
plans and preparation of instructional material, and participation in 
school and professional organizations. 
Teachers should keep lesson plans. 
SA A D SD 
Lesson plans should be prepared in advance of the lesson. 
SA A D SD 
Lesson plans should be completed after the lesson is taught. 
SA A D SD 
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V. PROFESSIONAL PARTICIPATION, cont. 
Lesson plans should center on a stated list of carefully considered objectives. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers can reasonably be expected to belong to certain professional 
organizations closely related to their teaching responsibilities. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be evaluated based on their relationship with other staff 
members. 
SA A D SD 
VI. SELF CRITICISM AND ANALYSIS 
Included in this category are willingness to try new methods and 
procedures, sensitivity to the need for program evaluation, and 
evaluating teaching results. *~* 
Invited visitations (unrated) would encourage a teacher to be creative and 
try new methods. 
SA A D SD 
Supervisors need to offer more specific suggestions to improve learning. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers would be accepting to a demonstration lesson to illustrate a 
recommended method, teaching material, or instructional approach. 
SA A D SD 
Interschool and intraschool visitations would help classroom teachers to 
see other valuable methods of presentation. 
SA A D SD 
Selected teachers should visit exceptionally fine teachers in neighboring 
schools. 
SA A D SD 
Teachers should be required to submit a self evaluation on a yearly basis. 
SA A D SD 
A formal evaluation ma}r serve to evaluate and improve the supervisor’s 
own performance. 
SA A D SD 
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VI. SELF CRITICISM AND ANALYSIS, cont. 
Every teacher has a right to know how well he/she is doing and what 
he/she can do to better his/her performance. 
SA A D SD 
Self evaluation is often more critical than supervisor evaluation. 
SA A D • SD 
1. Please circle the level you teach - 
Elementary Middle School Jr. High High School College 
2. If not Elementary, please list your discipline. 
3. How long did this questionnaire take ? __ 
4. Was the questionnaire too long ?  
5. What were your reactions to the questionnaire ? _ 
6. Please list any statements you feel should be added to the questionnaire. 
7. How do you personally feel about teacher evaluation ? 
8. Do you feel that any of your evaluations have helped you to improve 
your teaching skills ? _ Wh3r or why not ? _ 
APPENDIX E 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE II 
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QUESTIONS WHICH FOC'JS ON THE SILVER LAKE EVALUATION SYSTEM 
1. Tne pre-conference gives the teacher an opportunity to explain the scope 
ana purpose of those classes which may he observed. 
SA A D SD 
2. The pre-conference alerts all teachers of an Impending visit by an 
evaluator. This may result In an Inaccurate picture of the teacher's 
consistent performance, since some teachers may prepare well for an 
observation, while others, who may not be as effective during the visitation 
are consistently more effective In their Instruction. 
SA A D SD 
3. The pre-conference at Silver Lake fosters the collegial relationship 
necessary to reduce the stress related to the previous evaluation process. 
SA A D SD 
4. The script-taping (writing everything down) method used at Silver Lake 
provides the evaluator and evaluatee with a common document to discuss the 
class which was observed. 
SA A D SD 
5. The script-taping method has the potential to interfere with or cloud the 
evaluator's sense of non-verbal student reaction to comments made by the 
teacher or other students, since the evaluator Is writing rather than watching 
the class and the teacher. 
SA A D SD 
6. The script-taping method causes stress for the Individual being evaluated 
because of the discomfort of someone writing down every word. 
SA A D SD 
7. Following properly conducted pre-conferences In which the rules of the 
observation are clearly established, the actual observation should assess 
teacher performance In certain, agreed upon areas (sometimes those areas which 
may have been problematic In earlier observations). 
SA A D SD 
8. The post conference clarifies points of confusion concerning certain 
events which happened In the lesson and otherwise may not be addressed 
verbally. 
SA A D SD 
9. Tne post conference at Silver Lake provides the teacher with an 
opportunity for verbal self-evaluation as well as the opportunity to measure 
that self evaluation against the observer's perceptions. 
SA A D SI) 
10. The post conference at Silver Lake provides a forum for the evaluator to 
express those things he/she felt were most positive about the lesson, areas of 
concern and suggestions for future Improvement. 
SA A D SD 
11. Since teachers do not often receive Immediate verbal praise, the post 
conference provides an opportunity for the evaluator to make positive comments 
regarding the teacher's overall performance. 
Sh h D SD 
12. The Silver Lake summat1ve evaluation provides an opportunity to assess 
the total performance of teachers' performance during the contractual day. 
SA ‘ h D ’ SD 
13. Because the summat1ve evaluation Instrument addresses so many varied 
areas of performance, it provides the evaluators with a method to cite the 
many strengths of the Instructor and to thank teachers on behalf of students 
and administration. 
Sh h D SD 
14. The present Silver Lake evaluation process Is In need of: 
Drastic Change SA A D SD 
Moderate Change SA A D SD 
Minor Change SA A D SD 
No Change SA A D SD 
Please feel free to add any comments here on any aspect of our evaluation 
system. 
APPENDIX F 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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QUESTIONS: INTERVIEW #1 
1. Are you in favor of teacher evaluation? 
2. How do you feel about teacher evaluation? 
3. Do you believe that teacher evaluation can improve Instruction? Why? Why not? 
4. What are the positive aspects of teacher evaluation? 
5. What are the negative aspects of teacher evaluation? 
6. In your opinion, what things could an evaluator do to make teacher evaluation more 
effective? 
7. What do you see as the primary goal of teacher evaluation? 
8. How frequently should teachers be evaluated? 
9. Should ackninlstrators have an option to evaluate^teachers as opposed to a 
requirement? 
10. Do you have any other feelings, comments or statements regarding teacher evaluation? 
QUESTIONS: INTERVIEW #2 
1. Are there instances where teacher evaluation has helped you improve your Instruction? 
Examples? 
2. Have you implemented specific suggestions made to you in evaluations? Can you give 
specific examples? 
3. What advantages do you see In our current evaluation process as compared to the 
previous system? Are there disadvantages? 
4. What aspects of our current evaluation process are of greatest value to you? Why? 
5. What are your thoughts about peer evaluation? 
6. What are your feelings regarding pre and post conferences? Are they helpful? Why or 
why not? 
7. Which are more important, formative or summatlve evaluations? 
8. What do you see as positive aspects of the summatlve evaluation? 
9. Do you feel that the current method of teacher evaluation is more successful in 
Improving instruction than other methods you have encountered? Be specific. 
10. Have your feelings about teacher evaluation changed since the new evaluation system 
has been Implemented at Silver Lake? Why or why not? 
11. Do you have any comments or questions on any aspect of teacher evaluation? 
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